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TOWN OF MILTON
HOUSING PRODUCTION PLAN

l. EXEOTIVE SUMMARY

A. Introduction

Milton is among the most desirable places in the state to live, work, and raise chilitidton isin fact
a town of neighborhoodsincluding many smallsub-neighborhoodsin addition to the more readily
identifiable areas & Columbine, Hillside Street, or Milton Hill. Most of these neighborhandide
housingthat was built in the 1920s and 1930s whesiaglefamily homespredominate with pockets of
two-family dwellings ortree-lined streets with sidewalks. Some areasch as Hillside Street and Milton
Hill, have historic homesvith Victorians and New Englar@blonials. The Town feels established asd
family-oriented.

These appealing community characteristics have resulted in high property values which have demaine
high despite the financial crisis of more than a decade ago. As a result, many residents, particularly
those with lower incomes, are hajaressed to find housing that is affordable or remain in their homes.
Children who grew up in town are now facing thelihood that they may not be able to return to raise

their own families locally. Lortgrm residents, especially the elderly, are becoming less able to
maintain their homes but unable to secure alternative housing that responds to their currenylifest

and resources. Families are unable to find affordable starter housing unless it is subsidized and
municipal employees as well as other local workers continue to find it challenging to live in the
community given such high housing costs. More housipipns are required to meet the needs of
these diverse populations.

FAaSR 2y GKS al a4l OKdzaSidda 5SLINIYSYd 2F | 2dzaAy
on affordable housing in Milton, the Town has 479 units that are included on the Subskimesing
Inventory (SHI) per Chapter 40B comprehensive permit requirements, representing 4.97% of the year
round housing stock, up from 426 units and 4.42% in 2013. However, at least 964 of the existing units
YySSR G2 0S5 a4l T¥F2NRI oardSiader iCBaptef 80Bépredektifig ancuefent gap of y R
485 affordable housing unifs. Because the 10% state affordability threshold is recomputed every
decade as new decennial census figures are released, it is a moving target and it is likely t@fath clos
about 4.8% when the 2020 census results are issued based on projected building activity.

Reaching the 10% affordability goal will be a significant challenge in Milton. First, because the Town is
an older established suburb of Boston, it is largblyilt-up with limited land available for new
development. Second, local zoning provides obstacles to affordable housing development, and current

! Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969 established the Massachusetts Comprehétesivét Law (Massachusetts
General Laws Chapter 40B) to facilitate the development of affordable housing ferat@vmoderateincome
households (defined as any housing subsidized by the federal or state government under any program to assist in
the constuction of low or moderateincome housing for those earning less than 80% of median income) by
permitting the override of local zoning and other local restrictions in communities where less than 10% of the year
round housing is lonand moderateincome howing.

21t should be noted that under Chapter 40B requirememibunits are counted in the SHI for rental projects while

only the required 25% affordable units in ownership developments are eligible for inclusion in the SHI.
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permits. Third, the Town needs to build its capacity to create new units by aggressively reaching out for
necessary technical and financial resources as well as political support to get the jobBiwaeise

Milton does not have Community Preservation Act (CPAJifn it lacks an important financial
resource to invest in local improvements, including affordable housing, and leverage other public and
private financing to make development feasiBlBespite these obstacles, the community must continue

to strategicaly plan for more affordable and accessible residential development in appropriate locations

to meet the range of local needs in response to current and projected demographic and economic
conditions and more limited development opportunities.

This Housinglan provides an opportunity to obtain information on current demographic, economic and
housing characteristics and trenasorderto identify priority housing needs and articulate strategies to
address these needs. Through a range of strategies ingudoning changes, partnerships with
developers and service providers, and subsidies; the Town can continue to play a meaningful role in
promoting housing options that match people to appropriately located, priced and sized wnits
producing housingthat®f SOGa GKS NI y3aS 2F aiftidz2yQa f201f LN

B. Summary of the Housinbleeds Asessment

The Housing Needs Assessmanhich is the first major component of the Housing Production Plan,
presents an overview of the existing and projectamlising dynamic that provides the context within
which a responsive set of affordable housing and smart gramitiativescan be developed.

DemographicTrends

Ly 3SySNIf>X G(GKS ¢26yQa LRLIAFGA2Y KIF & o8¢, INE
particularly among older residents, driven by the Baby Boom generation. Moreover, Milton continues to
be a community of families and has experienced small increases in children which are reflected in higher
school enrollments and capacity issues.

Population Growth

9 Limited population growtlwith a population of 27,003 in 2010, comparable to 27,190 in 1970

and up to 27,527 according to 2017 census estimates.
Those 65 years of age or oldg 9 Population projections indicate continuing growth
are estimatedto increase from thrgugh 2030 to at least 27,792 accardi to the
15.4% of all residents in 201 aSUNBLEZEAGEY 1 NBE tLFYYyAyS3
t0 a range of 25% to 26% b nge_ aOS)/I_- NA2 2F O2yuAydzay3
) _ migration and housing occupancy.

2030, representing a gain o 1 Milton has been experiencing small increases in

between about 3,000 and children, large increases in midetge residents with
4,000 residents. This is ver acconpanying declines in younger adults and only
high in comparison to total marginal changes in the population of seniors.
projected population growth 1 The aging of the population, particularly those age 45
of about 3%to 6% The Town to 64 and part of the Baby Boom generation, is
will have to be alert to reflected in increases in the median age from 39.3
additional Opportunities for years in2000 to 43.1 years in 2010.

downsizing.

30n the other hand, the ™an will likely be able to access some of the $5 million in sales proceeds from the Town
Farm that can help finance affordable housing on the property and leverage important resources.
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1 Population projections predict decreases in those 34 years of age and younger. While
projections suggest modest increases in the 35 to 44 age range, significant declines are
predicted for the middleaged population ages 45 &.

Race
1 The number and percentage aofinority residents have increased substantidifttyn 6.2% in
1990 to about 26% by 201ahd is now proportionately higher than county and state lels
20.6% and 21.1%, respectively. This is likely a signal thratamd more people consider Milton
a welcoming community.

Households

1 Milton hasmore familiesjnvolving about threequarters of all households compared to 66% and
64% for the county and state, respectively.

1 Milton hasfewer residents who live alone aB8% of all households 2010 and down somewhat
to about 19% in 2017. This is lower than county and state levels of 27% of 28%, respectively.

1 Of the estimated 1,715 singf{@erson households in 2017, 1,238 or 72% were 65 years of age or
older.

1 MAPC pra@ctions suggest possible growth in the number of households, from 9,274 in 2010 to
at least 10,565 through 2030, which would necessarily be dependent on more housing
production.

Economic Trends

On the whole, Milton residents are becoming more affluerthcaigh there are growmg income
disparities related to tenure, age and type of houseépldt is not surprising that families with midele

aged heads of househaldhave significantly higher incomes than single individuals, particuddaligr
residentson fixed incomes.While K S35 KAIKSNJ Ay0O2YS K2dzaSKz2f Ra Ol
prices others are struggling to remain in the community. It will be important forftbeinto promote

more social and economic diversity to avoid becoming a place vdmdyethe rich or thosdiving in
subsidizedhousing can afford to live.

Income

1 Median household income increased by approximately $25,000 each decade from $24,777 in
1979 to $126,000 according to 2017 census estimates. Moreover, while only 383 halssehol

earned more than $75,000 in 1979, 3,073

earned more than double thatt#150,000 by | \While income levels for most Miltorn

2011, increasing to 3,847 by 2017. residents have increased substantially

T The median household income of $1260 | there remains a significant populatior]

was considerably higher than the median ¢ \yith very limited financial means. Fo

$95,668 for Norfolk County and $74,167 fd example, about 15%of all households

the stae. . . . had incomes of less than $35,00&hile
I The 60% increase in median income betwe( 4304 . than $150 00
1999 and 2017 was considerably higher tha 70 Were earning more_ an .
This level of affluence is substantiall

the rate of inflation during that period of 47%, :
1 Poverty has also increased since 199 higher than county and state levels witf

representing 1,129 residents or 4% of g 28% and 20% having. incomes
individuals and 208 or 3% of all faied; | $150,000 or more, respectively.
increasing from 2.7% and 1.6%, respectively
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1999. While poverty levels are lower than the county and state at 6.5% and 11.1% of all
individuals, respectively, this increase is worrisome given the general affluence of the
community. Of particular awcern is the growing poverty among those 65 years and over,
increasing from 4.3% to 9.2% between 1999 and 2017.

Income Disparities

1 There were significant disparities between the median incomes of owners and renters, at
$144,363 and $51,161, respectivelyOther disparities involved age with median household
incomes of those 25 to 44 years of age of $152,917 and $159,464 for those ages 45 to 64. On
the other hand, the median income of households with seniors age 65 and over was $53,109,
less than half thenedian income for the community of $126,000.

1 Employment data indicates that the average weekly wage of those with jobs in the community
was $1,063 which translates into an annual income of about $55/806h isless than half of
aAf 2y Qa YS Ricdmg. THsAndisaKtBaf its likely that many of those who work
in Milton cannot afford to live in the community, particularly given a median sfagidy home
price of $700,000 and rents well above $2,000.

Housing Trends

Limited housing produaih and high demand, reflected in zero percent vacancy rateg deen driving

up the costs of housing leading to wider affordability gaps for both homeownership and rentals as well
as increasing cost burdens.

Housing Growth

9 Higher recent past and futurbousing growth than total population growtith a projected
number of units reaching more than 11,000 by 2030 compared to 9,700 in 2010 given
conservative MAPC projectiond/ithout substantial changes in zoning and greater incentives
and resources for newousing developmentit is difficult to imagine this level of growth-or
example, between 2010 andlugust 2019, only 164 netew units were added to the housing
stock.

g rfyzad KFEIEF 2F aAfiz2yQa K2dzaAy3a ai2 @4ds. WsNBRI
likely that many of these units have deferred maintenance needs including some with lead
based paint that is hazardous to young children.

Housing Occupancy

1 Milton has limited housing diversityas about threequarters of units are in sing@mily
detached homes Neverthelessthere has been a considerable increase in units in larger multi
family structures of ten units or more, from 304 units in 1990 to 870 in 2017.

1 Milton has ahigh level of ownebccupancyat about 82% compared to 69% ané% for the
county and state, respectively.

f Theconversionoftwd  YAf & K2YS&ad Ayid2 O2yR2YAyAdzya KI &
more affordable private housing stock.

 a A f GHdusifgaunits are getting somewhatrger, from a median of 6.9 rooms 2011 to 7.1
by 2017 This idikely reflective of some teardown activity with larger more expensive homes
replacing more modest and affordable oneBemo/replacement activity is still limited to less
than 10% of new residential construction permits.

1 Houwsing vacancy rates are about zdow both ownership and rentals indicating extremely tight
market conditions and driving up housing prices.

Milton Housing Production Plan 4



Housing Costs and Affordability Gaps

1

High and rising housing prices aneating wider affordability gaps For eample, b afford the
median sales price ofsinglefamily homeof $700,000 as of May 2019, a household would have
to earn approximately $158,250much higher than the required income of $96,250 in 2013
basedon a median of $460,000This assumes that thgurchaser has cash on hand of about
$150,000 to afford the upfront costs of the down payment and closing costs based on typical
mortgage lending practices of 80% financing.

There was an affordability gap of $142,600, the difference between what the mé&uiame
earning household can afford ($557,400) and the median sfaghély house price ($700,000).

A gap of $387,000 emerges when the affordability analysis focuses on thosanidwnoderate
income household®arning atthe 80% of area median incom@MI) limit or $80,300 for a
family of three based on HUD 2019 income lirhihese households are unable to afford a
house costing more than333,000 assuming they can qualify for subsidized mortgages like the
ONE Mortgage Program or a MassHousing nagggwithout private mortgage insurance and
95% financing.

The gap increases to almost $700,000 for a sipglson household earning at the 80% AMI
limit of $62,450 who could likely afford a home for no more thdéout$243,500.

In regardto rentals the median gross median rent of $1,520, according to the 2017 census
estimates, requires an income of about $68,8K A OK A& ¢AGKAY 1! 50a Od
three-person households earning at 80% AMI ($80,300) but substantially more than the median
income for renter households of $51,161. About 28% of Milton households would still be unable
to afford to rent at this level, assuming they were spending no more than 30% of their income
on housing costs.

Local listings indicate that market rents are adty considerably higher, ranging from $2,151 for

a basic twebedroom apartment to $7,500 for a higind rental of a singkéamily house.
Internet sources indicate a median rent of $2,875 which would require an income of
approximately $123,000, not muchdled G KIFy aAf G2y Qa PmucZInnn YSR
Focusing on lowand moderateincome earning households with a median income of $80,300
for a household of three, the rental affordability gap would be $675 based on the difference
between what they cou afford of approximately $2,200 and tHaternet listed median of
$2,875. The gap increases to $1,115 for a sipglson household earning at the 80% AMI limit

of $62,450 who could afford a rent of about $1,760.

It should also be noted that rentals inve considerable wfront cash requirements including

LR GSyaAartfte FANBROG YR flad Y2y(iKQa NByd | yR
would amount to $8,625, a considerable amount for those with limited incomes and savings.
Moreover, landlord are increasingly obtaining credit records and references for tenants, which
also can pose barriers to securing housing.

4 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%ye30 term, annubproperty tax rate of $13.18 per thousand,
and insurance costs of $6 per thousand for sidghaily homes. Given 80% financing, private mortgage insurance
(PMI) was not included in calculations. Figures also assume that a household will pay no mo@2thaiit3 income

on housing costs.

5 The average household size was 2.86 persons based on 2017 census estimates.

5 Assumes monthly utility charges of $200.00.

7 Rental calculations include a household not spending more than 30% of their income on hmss)g
including monthly utility bills averaging $200.00.
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Of the households earning a| COstBurdens _ |
or below 80% MI. 1.928 or 1 Cost burdens, defined as spending more than 30% of

income on housing costs, are also high and largely
increasing for lver income households.

T Altogether 2,743 households or 30% of all Milton
households were living in housing that is by common

71% were spending more thal
30% of their income on
housing and of these 1,185 @

44% were spending more thal definition beyond their means and unaffordableThis
half of their income on includes 14% with severe cost burdens as they were
housing, compared to 68% an spending more than half fotheir income on housing
45% with cost burdens anc costs

severe cost burdens in 200¢ 1 There were 2,720 total households earning at or below
respectively. 80% AMI, who might be eligible for housing assistance

based on income alone, higher than 2,365 such

households in 2009.
9 Of the 6,354 households earning more than 888H, 815 or 13% were spending too much on
their housing, down fron®,720and 20% in 2009.

The convergence of these trendsan aging population, fewer young adultgnited new housing
production, very highand risinghousing pricesextremely low vacang rates,widening affordability
gaps,ncreasing cost burdens, and large-fupnt cash requirements for homeownership and rentaksl|
point to greater housing challengésr the Milton community:

C. Summary of Priority Housing Needs

Based on the indators of need that are documented throughout the Housing Needs Assessment, it is
clear that even if the Town reached the 10% state affordability threshold there would still be many
residents with unmet housing needs. These needs are not restricted totiaybar target population
FYR aAfd2yQa Yzad @dzZ ySNI of S -incBieieBidegtdiwna strdagmtal | £ &
remain in the community. While focusing on those earning at or below 80% AMI, the Housing Needs
Assessment suggests that soattention should also be given to those earning above this level who are
A0ATE LINAOSR 2 dzii -pac@d hdukiry mayity Oupyricilar Gead, Howedek are those
spending more than half of their income on housing costs including seniorthasel with disabilities on

fixed incomes as well as young families who need starter housing.

This Housing Needs Assessment suggests that the Town focus on the production of affordable housing
with a split favoring rentalover homeownership units. Currép almost all state and federal subsidy
funding is for rental unit development, and there are extensive wait times for subsidized rentals as well
as high cost burden®f existing renters. Moreover, all units in a Chapter 40B rental development can
be included in the Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) as opposed to only the affordable ones in an
ownership project. Another issue is that it is difficult to qualify homeowners for affordable housing
assistanceparticularly longerm owners,as there are lirits on financial assets.

Priority Housing Needs Require a Greater Diversity of the Housing Stock

A combination of information on demographic shifts, cost burdens, affordability gaps, and the
O 2 Y Y dzyaffoiidabfeBousing mix suggest the following prigritousing needs:
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Housing Production
1 Goal of 250 affordable units over the ndiie years reflecting about 10% to the total estimated

unmet housing neednd annual housing production goals

Rental development goalf 85% of all new units created.

About half of rental units produced directed to seniors or single individuals (many with special

needs) through ondedroom units, 40% for small families with two bedrooms, and 10% of units

for larger families with at least three bedrooms (required by stateufioits that are not age
restricted or for single person occupancy.)

1 About 25% ofownership unitgargeted to seniors or single individuals through drexiroom
units, 25% for small families with two bedrooms, and 50% for larger families with three plus
bedrooms.

1 20% of oneébedroom units with handicapped accessibility and/or supportive services and at 10%
for other units created.

T
T

Housing Preservation and Stabilization

While new housing production is the top priority, housing preservation and stabilizatiategies are

also key to this Housing Production Plan to support health and safety improvements and help keep
residents in their homes through emergency assistance. While these investments most likely cannot be
counted as part of the SHI or towards annymbduction goals because they do not meet state
requirements, they still serve pressing local housing needs.

D. Summary of Housing Production Goals

The state administers the Housing Production Program that enables cities and towns to adopt an
affordable tousing plan that demonstrates the production @50% over one year or 1.0% over two
years of its yearound housing stock eligible for inclusion in the Subsidized Housing Invénidityon

would have to produce at least 48 affordable units annuallpranidable challenge, and housing growth

will continue to driveup the 10% goallhe annual housing production goal will increase when the 2020
census iseleasedput likely tono more than 5Qunits. If the state certifies that the locality has complied

with its annual production goals, the Town may be able, through its Zoning Board of Appeals, to deny
conditionally approveomprehensive permit applications for one (with 48 units produced) or two years
(with 96 units produced)See Section V for details

¢CKS adGlriSQa &adzaiRAT Ay3a F3SyOAaASa KI@S taz2 Sydas
guidance to localities concerning housing opportunities for families with children and are now requiring
that at least 10% of the units in affordable piaction developments that are funded, assisted or
approved by a state housing agency have three or more bedrooms with some exceptions (e.g., age
NEAGNROGSR K2dzaAy3d: FaaraltSR ftAQAYy IS &dzLILR2 NI AGS

E. Summary of Housingt&tegies

The strategies listed in Tablel lare based on previous plans, reports, studies, the Housing Needs
Assessment, housing goals, and the experienddilbbn to date andother comparable localities in the
region and throughout the Commonwealth. e ktrategies are grouped according to the type of action
proposed ¢ Zoning Building Local Capacity, Housing Production, and Housing Presergatiod
categorized by TwdYear and Fiv&ear Action Plans. Twiear actions are those that can begin within

8 The state has issued changes to Chapter 40B that included modifications to the Planned Production requirements. For
example, the annual production goals are instead based orhatfeof one perent of total housing units and plans are now
referred to as Housing Production Plans (HPP).
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the next two years, most of which will involve some immediate actions. Those strategies included in the
FiveYear Action Plan involve focused attention after the next couple of years, working towards
implementation after Year 2 but before Year 5.

In addtion to the specific housing goals that are included in this Housing Plan (see Section II.A), housing
strategies are also based on several guiding principles in selecting project sites, determining types of
development, and identifying priorities. Wherev possible, the Town of Milton will pursue
development projects based on the following development objectives:

Support Smart Growth Principles

1 Look to areas of town thatam accommodate higher housing densities and mixeds such as
business areas, trait stations and other areas with concentrations of nonresidential uses.

1 Avoid targeting development projects in areas that are ecologically sensitive and will degrade
nearby conservation landjowever,look to opportunities to combine open space preseiwat
and housing development through cluster development.

9 Pursue affordable housing opportunities that will minimizeeighborhoodimpacts such as
accessory apartmentsmall infill projectsadaptive reuse or bugown/conversion initiatives.

1 Preserve existig historic resources and integrate them with affordable housing.

Promote Affordability

1 Leverage public and private resources to the greatest extent possible.

9 Target development projects to Towawned properties where feasible to take advantage of
parcelsthat will have discounted or nominal acquisition costs to make affordable housing more
financially feasible.

9 Look for opportunities to obtain privatelpwned land or other resources for free or at below
market values as tagteductible gifts.

Distribute and Diversify New Production

1 Spread the impacts of new housing development geographically throughout town to avoid
substantial impacts in any one residential neighborhood.

91 Develop a number of project alternatives in recognition of a range of housing rieeds/n
including rental and homeownership options as well as housing for seniors, families, and those
with special needsAllow more types of housing in more areas of town.

1 Encourage mixethcome development to minimize stigmas associated with concepiratof
low-income unitsand address a wider range of housing needs

The Town has actually effectively achieved a number of these objectives through relatively recent
initiatives including:

M Milton Hill House
The Town received a $1 million grant from thelsi SQ& al a2 2NJ & t NB 3INI
business districtg Milton Village and the Central Avenue Business Distrasid pursue transit
oriented development as both districts are adjacent to MBTA train statidhs. Milton Hill
House at 50 Eliot Streetas subsequently built that included 27 total units three of which are
affordable. Waits for these affordable units can be as long as nine years, demonstrating the
need and demand for such units.

Milton Housing Production Plan 8



9 The Residence at Brook Hi/Central Avenue
The Town als@pproved a project at 36 Central Avenue in the business district through its
Planned Unit Development (PUD) bylaw that included 18 residential units, two (2) of which are
affordable, as well as three (3) commercial units. The market rate units were [rétegen
$399,000 and $589,000 and the affordable units sold for $157,000.

1 Zoning
New zoning was also adopted to guide the development of several projdats example36
housingunits were built as part of the Woodmere at Brush Hill development, idolg four
affordable units This project wapermitted throughthe Planned Unit Townhouse Development
bylaw. Additionally, theWolcott Woods developmeng A £ £ Ay Of dzRS pn -dzy A (&
restricted housing and six affordable units of rage restrited units offsite. This project was
permitted through the Great Estate Planned Unit Developnimiaw.

1  Work, Inc. Special Needs Housing
Work, Inc. built special needs housing for five (5) disabled young adults in aobthgart
special facility thethe Town committed a significant amount of HOME Program funding.

M1 475 Adams Street
While not including affordable units, the singmily house at 475 Adams StréatEast Milton
was demolished to make way for a mixasge propertythat will includetwo units of rental
housing, thus diversifying the housing stock.

9 Other Initiatives
In addition to the above projects, the Town has implemented a number of other strategies that
were included in the 2006 Housing Plan including obtaining approval for a idainidffordable
Housing Trust Fund and joining the South Shore HOME Consortium to secure another important
resource for creating affordable housing.

Based on prior planning efforts, housing goals and objectives, the Housing Needs Assessment, interviews
with local housing stakeholders, a Community Housing Forum, past affordable housing efforts and those
of comparable communitiesthe following strategies are recommended as part of this Housing
Production Planit is important to note that these strategieseapresented as a package for the Town to
consider, prioritize, and process, each through the appropriate regulatory channels.
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Table +1: Summary of Housing Strategies

Timeframe for Implementation Lead
Strategies Priority 1: Priority 2: Entities
Years 1-2 Years 35
A. Zoning Strategie3
1. Adopt additional zoning for mixed X Planning Board
use development
2. Explore inclusionary zoning X Planning Board
3. Streamline permit approval
processAffordable Housing X Planning Board
Guidelines
4. Amend accessory apartment
Bylaw X Planning Board
5. Amend the condo conversion
bylaw X Planning Board
B. CapacityBuilding Strategies
1. Conducbutreach and education X Housing Trust
2. Capitalize the Housirfigust Fund X SelectBoard
C. Housing ProductioStrategies
1. Makepubliclyowned property SelectBoard
available for affordable housing X
2. Continue to prsuemixeduse and Planning Board
transit-oriented development X
3. Continue tgoromote adaptive X Planning Board
reuse
4. Support scatteregite infill Planning Board
housing X
D. Housing PreservatioBtrategies*
1. Introduce a Small Repair Grant X Housing Trust
Program
2. Help residents access housing
assistance X Housing Trust
3. Maintain affordability of SHI X SelectBoard

* Indicates actions that are unlikely to directly produce new affordable units by themselves but are key to
creating the regulations and capacity that will contribute to actual unit Gosat
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Il. INTRODUCTION

This Housing Production Plan provides an opportunity to analyze updated demographic, economic and
housing information to obtain a better understanding of the current housing market dynamic and local
needs. It also enables the Towm revisit what has been accomplished since its previous housing
planning efforts that included a Community Development Plan prepared by the Metropolitan Area
Planning Council (MAPC) in tandem with the Milton Planning Board in 2004 with funding fromiiEexecut
Order 418, an Affordable Housing Plan completed in 2@86vell as a Housing Production Plan ind201

The Town also completed a Master Plan in 2@tfch included diversifying the housing stock as a top
priority. Thiscurrent planning effort enablethe Town tofurther defineits housing agenda based on
current conditions, resources and evolving community needs.

A. HousingObjectives andSoals

The 2006 Affordable Housing Plaand 20% Housing Production Plaestablishedand maintainedthe
following housingobjectivesthat represented the building blocks on which specific housing strategies
were recommended These still resonate today.

1 Meet local housing needs along the full range of incomes, promoting social and economic
diversity and the stabilitpf individuals and families living in MiltonDiversity in a community
has been found to contribute to local health and vitalitfCertainly,the preservation and
production of affordable housing is a proven method for promoting diversity, allowingethos
individuals and families with more limited means to afford to live in town. Solutions need to be
found to enable children who grew up in town to return to raise their own families here, to offer
Town employees the opportunity to live in the community which they work, to provide
housing alternatives to elderly residents who hairevested much of their livesin the
communitybut now require alternatives to their large singlmily homes, and to offestarter
housing forfamilies

1 Leverage other puld and private resources to the greatest extent possiBlecause Milton is a
small town that does not receive federal funding for affordable housing on an entitlemen? basis
and because it does not have large pockets of poverty that make it a targstafier or federal
funding, the Town needs to be creative in how it can leverage both public and private resources
to make affordable housing development possible. State agencies recognize the importance of
suburban localities doing their fair share in himgslower income households and want to be
supportive of affordable housing initiatives. Nevertheless, the Town needs to be strategic in how
it invests its limited resources towards the production of new housing opportunities.

1 Ensure that new housing créan is harmonious with the existing communitilew affordable
housing development should be an amenity that blends well within the architectural context of
Milton. The town is comprised of many neighborhoods, many of wpidvide an established
and famly-oriented feel due to the Victorian and Color&yle homes and treéined streets.
Therefore, developments should incorporate a number of characteristicser a wide range of
income needs, include low to medium densities, eliminate huge impacts nin @ne
neighborhoodRA NS Ol 3INBF GSNJ RSy aA e bk el HesiljridtdRoldmBel G S

9 Cities with populations of more than 50,000 receive federal funds, such as the Community Development Block
Grant and HOME Program funding, directly from the fedlgovernment on a formula basis and are referred to as
entitlement communities.
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maximum use of any natural attributes of development sites, and comply with the architectural
character of the community.

9 Strive to meet the 10% statéamdard for affordable housingThere is currently 485-unit gap
0SG6SSy (GKS aidladSqQa | FF2NRI dound hokishgztakkyttit hasi | y R
been subsidized by the federal or state government to benefit those eaating below80% of
areamedian income) and theurrent479 affordable unitshat areLJ- NIi 2 F aAf 2y Qa
Housingnventory (SHI).

1 Provide a wide range of housing alternatives to meet diverse housing neghis. Housing
Production Plan, through its Housing NeedseAsment, identifies a wide range of housing
needs based on limited opportunities for fitstne homeownership, special needs housing,
rental units for families, and more options for households interested in downsiaimd)
remaining in the community. To @@mmodate this range of needs, the Town should stimulate
the production of a variety of housing types, focusing on those who are priced out of the private
housing market.

1 Promote smart growth developmenSmart growth development is a response to tir@blems
associated with unplanned, unlimited suburban developmenbtr sprawl. Smart growth
principles call for more efficient land use, compact development patterns, less dependence on
the automobile, a range of diverse housing opportunities and chpiegsitable allocation of
the costs and benefits of development, and an improved jobs/housing balance. Examples of
smart growth development and planning that incorporate affordable housing include:

o Providing mixedise development near the town and villagenters;

0 Locating housing in close proximity to public transportation;

o Allowing higher density housing or mixede development near transit stops, along
commercial corridors or in town and village centers;

0 Redeveloping environmentally impacted or broveddi sites;

Restoring vacant and abandoned residential buildings to productive use;

o Converting vacant or underutilized former manufacturing, commercial or municipal
buildings to housing;

o0 Encouraging the development of housing and preservation of open sgadbat the
goals of each will be mutually satisfied using techniques such as cluster zoning, transfer
of development rights, or other innovative zoning or regulatory devices;

o0 Promoting the redevelopment of vacant infill parcels; and

o Participating in regioal responses to addressing affordable housing needs.

o

Milton is in an excellent position to promote development in keeping with smart growth
principles particularly in regard to transdgriented development in proximity to itlour MBTA
stations as well & mixeduse redevelopment opportunities in Milton Villag€entral Avenug
and East Milton Square

1 Preserve the existing affordable housing stock including its diversity of prices, building types, and
lot sizes.Besides thet79units that are included im A f (i 2 y-&grovédiSkbsidized Housing
Inventory (SHI) and despite high housing prices, there are still rental and homeownership units
AyOf dzZRSR Ay (KS G2é6yQa LINAQGIGS K2dzaAy3 YL NJ
occupants have incomes obt more than 80% of area median income and they are not paying
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more than 30% of their incomes on housing expen&gh housing is becoming rarer given
increasingly rising housing values and some householdgaameg difficulties in remaining in

their homes. Many of these households are elderly on fixed incomes who pestelems
affording property taxes, insurance, medical bills, utility expenses, etc. and are likely to have
deferred home maintenance problemss well The Town of Milton should consideow it

could support these households in remaining independent in their homes and making necessary
home improvements. The Town also needsetsurethat the units that are counted in the
Subsidized Housing Inventory remain affordable for as long a pefiou® as possible.

Participants of theSeptember 142019 Community Housing Forum echoed the importance of these
objectives providing the following responses to the questimyardingtheir hope for the future of
housing in Milton (an aspirational gdal strive for)

Develop housing that is harmonious with neighborhood and community character.

5SSt 2L  F¥F2NRF0fS K2dzZ&AAy3d GKNRAdzZZK (GKS G CNX
Local Initiative Program (LIP).

Ensure sufficient housing diversity to anumodate local needs.

Create sufficient housing opportunities for seniors and young families.

.dZAf R Y2RNB (1 SaAN2YYIljdAaGe 1 2dzaS (eSS 2F RS@PSt
Make smaller homes available.

= =4

=A =4 =4 =9

Subsequent to the completion of the 20Housing Production Plan, theown embarked on a Master
Planning process, completing the Master Plan in 2015. @bal of improving housing and
neighborhoods emerged as a top community priority with the following goal statement:

To preserve and enhance existing housing and becoone pnoactive in
providing affordable housing and meeting a variety of changing housing needs;
to preserve and enhance existing neighborhood character.

Master Plan recommendations were revisited as part of preparing this Housing Production Plan,
integraty 3 1 S& A0GN)I G4S3IASa yR OGA2ya Aydz2z (GKS ¢246yQ

B. Definition of Affordable Housing

There are a number of definitions of affordable housing as federal and state programs offer various
criteria. For example, HUDmgrally identifies units as affordable if gross rent (including costs of utilities
02NYyS o0& GKS GSylyido Aa y2 Y2NB (GKFry om: 2F | K:
for each dependent, for child care, for extraordinary medical experetes, or if the carrying costs of
purchasing a home (mortgage, homeowners association fees, property taxes and insurance) is not more
than typically 30% of net adjusted income. If households are paying more than these amounts, they are
described as exp@ncing housing affordability problems; and if they are paying 50% or more for
housing, they have severe housing affordability problems and cost burdens.

Affordable housing is also defined according to percentages of median income for the area, and most
housing subsidy programs are targeted to particular income ranges depending upon programmatic
goals. Extremely losmcome housing is directed to those earning at or below 30% of area median
income (AMI) as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and kibavelopment ($2,000for a

family of three for the Boston area) and very kweome is defined as households earningre than
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30% AMI but at or belowB0%AMI ($53,350 for a family of three). Leimcome generally refers tthe
range between 51% and 808M1($80,300for a family of three)?

Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969, which established the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law
(Massachusetts General Laws ChaptéB) counts a housing unit as affordable if it is subsidized by
state or federal prgrams that support lowand moderateincome householdsith incomesat or below

80% AMI and meet other requirementsConsequently, mst statesupported housing assistance
programs are targeted to householdsarningat or below 80%AMI, however, some fundgsources can
provide support to somewhat higher income households while many rental financing resources reach
lower income thresholds.

While Milton has not passed the Community Preservation Act (CPA), this funding source, derived from a
property tax sucharge and state matching funds, supports municipal efforts to promote open space
preservation, recreational activities, historic preservation and community housing in half of the
communities across the state. CPA funding is available to assist houseanidng up to 100% AMI,
however, only units targétg the 80% AMI limit and meet other state requirements are eligible for
inclusion on the SHI.

Table H1 includes the HUD income limits for 2019 as well as the CPA 100% AMI limits. It also includes
what some might term as workforce housing limits of up to 120% AMI targeted to those who do not
meet other funding criteria but may still be priced out of the housing market.

Tablell-1: 2019Income Limits for the Bostoit€CambridgeQuincy, MANH Metro Area

# Persons in 30%AMI 50%AMI 80%AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI
Household
1 $24,900 $41,500 $62,450 $79,310 $95,172
2 $28,450 $47,400 $71,400 $90,640 $108,768
3 $32,000 $53,350 $80,300 $101,970 $122,364
4 $35,550 $59,250 $89,200 $113,300 $135,960
5 $38,400 $64,000 $96,350 $122,364 $146,837
6 $41,250 $68,750 $103,500 $131,428 $157,714
7 $44,100 $73,500 $110,650 $140,492 $168,590
8+ $46,950 $78,250 $117,750 $149,556 $179,467

Sources:U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Commursgnrigon Coalition for
100%AMI figuresand 120% AMI limits based on 1.2 times the 100% AMI.ones

It is worth noting thatextrapolating those earning less than the 80% AMI limit for a household of three
from 2017 census estimategbout 2,900 or almostme-third of households mighbe incomeeligible for
affordable housing using the 808®1 criterion!* This is up from 2,835 households or 30% based on the
2011 census estimates.

10 The family of three (3) is illustrated here and is used in affordability calculationsasvétage household size
was 2.75ersons per the 2010 censand 2.86 persons the 2017 census estimates.
1 This is based on income estimates alone and do not take financial assets into consideration.
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1. HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

This Housing Needs Assessment presents\amview of the past and current housing dynamic in the
town of Milton, providing the context within which a responsive set of strategies can be developed to
address housing needs.

A. Demographic and Economic Profile

It is important to closely emine demographic and economic characteristics, particularly past and future
trends, in order to understand the composition of the population and how it relates to current and future
housing needs. Key questions to be addressed include the following:

Wha have been the growth trends in Milton?

What are the ramifications of increases and decreases of various age groups in regard to housing
needs?

1 What are the variations in household size and types of households that suggest unmet or greater
housing needs?

What changes in income levels have occurred and how does this relate to housing affordability?
What proportion of the population is disabled or has other special needs that suggest the need for
supportive services or home modifications?

T
T

=a =4

In general, the Thy Qa L} LJdzZ | A2y KIFa o6SSy 3INBgAy3d atz2gfte
particularly among older residents, driven by the Baby Boom generation. Moreover, Milton continues to
be a community of families and has experienced small increases irechiltlich are reflected in higher
school enrollments and capacity issues.

1. Population Growth¢ Little net growth since 1970

aAfld2yQa LRLMzA FiA2yY INRSIEK 2 OO0 dzNNSEentidry aNdBhad been R dzN
relatively modestsince then as shown in Table 41l and visually presented in Figurellll Most of the

growth occurred after World War | and Il. fhct, the Town actually spurred some of this growth when it

sold house lots of approximately 10,000 square feet to returning veterr $500 in a couple of
locations.

The population actually decreased during the economic recession of the late 1980s and early 1990s. The
town then gained 337 new residents between 1990 and 2000, representing only apb@3ation
change, and then treased by an additional 941 residents between 2000 and 2010, reflecting higher
growth of 3.6%and reaching a total population of 27,003. This total population count is actually
somewhat less than the population of 27,190 in 1970. The 2017 census esiindicate continued
growth to 27,527 residents.

The Town census figure was 26,698 as of July 17, 2019. The disparity between the federal and local figure:
is largely because federal census counts students as living at their colleges and univergéigsawiown
countsonly thosestudentst A Ay 3 2y aAflz2yQa O2ftftS3aAS OF YLWzaSa
choose to register to vote in Milton.

12 This Housing Needs Assessment uses the most recent data sources available. It should be noted, however,
because the 2010 censirscludes actual counts from all households, not samples, they are more reliable. Census
data from the American Community Survey (ACS) is used for other types of data, but because ACS data involves
estimates from a sample of residents/households, they hewme margin of error.
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Table [#1: Population Growth: 1920 tduly 2019

Total Change in # Perent Change
Year Population Residents in Population
1920 9,382 -- --
1930 16,434 7,052 75.6
1940 18,708 2,274 13.8
1950 22,395 3,687 19.7
1960 26,375 3,980 17.8
1970 27,190 815 3.1
1980 25,860 (1,330) (4.9)
1990 25,725 (135) (0.5)
2000 26,062 337 1.3
2010 27,003 941 3.6
2017 27,527 524 1.9
As of 717-19 26,698 -829 -3.0

Sources: U.S. Census Buregecennial figures and American Community Survey
FiveYear Estimates for 2013017;and Milton Town Clerkjuly 10, 2019

Figure IH1
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2. AgeDistribution ¢ Notable growth in middleage residents

Census data on the changes in the age distribution from 1990 t@ i2qdrovided in Table {8 and visually
presented in Figure 18 for 2000through 20%. In general, there were small increaseshildren, large
increases in middlage residents with accompanying declines in younger adults arig marginal
changes in the population afeniors The median age climbediuring these decades, from 39.3 years in
2000 to 414 years by 2010higher thanthe county median of 40.7 years amargely reflective of the
substantial increase in the 45 to @gegroup. The 2017 census estimates indicate a significant decrease
to 38.7 yearsthis timelower than the county median of 41.0 years.

NB &adzyYl NAT SR

Specific changeéatheT2 6y Q& | 3S RAAGNROdziAZ2Y |
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I Increases in children
The number of those 18 years or younger increasgdificantly, from 5,749 in 199(to 6,683 by
2010 and up higher to 7,007 children according to 2017 census estimd®grtteless, children
have continued taepresentaboutonelj dzI NI SNJ 2 T { K Ssinte260¢gher thad LJdz |
22.7% for the county and 21.7% for the state201Q and 21.5% and 20.4%, respectively, in 2017
Figure IH2 clearly shows the relatively laggportion of children in theuinder 18 rangeincluding
the estimated recentincrease Some of the increase is likely attributable to Milton Academy
adding a boarding component that includes 320 beds.

9 Fluctuationsn veryyoung adults
Younger adults in th20 to 24 age range decreased significantly between 1990 and 2000, down to
1,301 residents and then increased to 2,114 by 2017. A good many of these residents likely
included residential students abcal colleges

1 Net decreases in Millennials
Demograplic trends also suggest that escalating housing costs were likely pricing younger
individuals and families out of the housing market. Those entering the labor market and forming
new families were dwindling in numbers, reducing the pool of efewel workes and service
employees Housing costs may also be promptm@wn children who were raised in town to
relocate outside of Miltopalthough these young Millennials may have a preference for living in
more urban settings For example, those between theemyof 5 and 34 decreased by3%
between 1990 and 2010, frorB,450to 1,955 residents. The 2017 census estimates suggest a
small increase to 2,114 residents in this age range.

1 Net decreases in the younger middiged residents
Residents in the age 3% t44 range fluctuated somewhat over the decades but generally
decreased from 4,155 residents in 1990 to 3,422 in 2010 and then up somewhat to 3,797
according to 2017 census estimates. This represented an 8.6% net decrease since 1990.

Table I#2: Age Dstribution, 19902017

1990 2000 2010 2017
Age Range # % # % # % # %
Under 5 Years 1,745 6.8 1,640 6.3 1,544 5.7 1,757 6.4
5¢9 Years 1,670 6.5 1,832 7.0 1,968 7.3 2,033 7.4
10¢ 14 Years 1,487 5.8 2,064 7.9 1,941 7.2 1,855 6.7
15¢ 19 Years 1,718 6.7 1,959 7.5 2,313 8.6 2,376 8.6
20¢ 24 Years 1,910 7.4 1,301 5.0 1,779 6.6 2,054 7.5
25¢ 34 Years 3,450 134 2,533 9.7 1,955 7.2 2,114 7.7
35¢ 44 Years 4,155 16.2 4,212 16.2 3,422 12.7 3,797 13.8
45¢ 54 Years 2,573 10.0 4,155 15.9 4,238 15.7 4,031 14.6
55¢ 64 Years 2,524 9.8 2,132 8.2 3,686 13.7 3,190 11.6
65¢ 74 Years 2,351 9.1 1,947 7.5 1,861 6.9 2,140 7.8
75¢ 84 Years 1,652 6.4 1,599 6.1 1,497 5.5 1,398 5.1
85 Years and Over | 490 1.9 688 2.6 799 3.0 782 2.8
Total 25,725 100.0 26,062 100.0 27,003 100.0 27,527 100.0
Population Under 18| 5,749 22.3 6,721 25.8 6,683 24.7 7,007 25.5
Population 65+ 4,493 17.5 4,234 16.2 4,157 15.4 4,320 15.7

Source:U.S Census Bureal90, 2000 and 2018nd American Community SurvByYear Estimate20132017.
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1 Substantial increases in the older mideltge population
There were substantial increases in those age 45 to 64 between 1990 and 2010, many who were
aging during this period as part of the Baby Boom generation. There were 5,097 residents in this
ace category in 1990, rising to 7,924 by 2010, representing a 55.5% increase in growth despite
only 5% total population growth. The 2017 census estimates sugg&bfall-off of in thisage
range since 2010 to 7,221 residents. This dadmts to a need fomore housing that is smaller
and easier to maintain by empty nesters and younger seniors in the years ahead.

1 Small net decreases in older adults
There was a 7.5% decrease in residents 65 years of age or older between 1990 and 2010, from
4,493 to 4,15%esidents. Census estimates indicate an increase to 4,320 residents by 2017, still
short of the 1990 level. This data suggests that some of those who were retiring opted to move
out of the community in search of other housing options, perhaps lookingnfine affordable
living conditionsas their incomes bexrne fixed, or even perhaps mimg outside of the area.
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3. Population Projectios ¢ Gontinued growthincludingmajor gains inthose 65 years and der
Population projections suggesbntinued growh through 2030.
Given limted population | This Housing Plan presents three sets of projections, two from

growth in prior decades, 59 the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAP®}jltonQ a
between 1990 and 2010, it i regional planning agency, and the other from the State Data
difficult to imagine the high Center at the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute.
levels of prOchted popu'latlon The MAPC projections forecast continued population growth
growth, particularly - without | '3 6« § k& a{ GF GdAd vd2é FAIdNBA
substantial changes in zoning p 2030, representing 2.9% growth since 2010 and predicated on
and greater incentives anq continued patterns of births, deaths, migration and occupancy.
resources for new housing LG g iMNRY3ISNI wSIAzyé SadAayvyldsSa
development growth to 28,705 residents by 2030, representing 6.3% growth
since 2010 and based on a number of smarter growth
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assumptions described below. Both projections suggest significant growth in those &5ayeholder
driven largely by the Baby Boom generation.

The State Data Center estimates higher levels of growth, at 10.6%, to a populafib/i2é7residents by
2030 It also predict@an even greater increase in older residents age 65 and older to ceaflil%of
MiltonQ & LJ2 LJdzt | G A A54% in@01Gt non FNRY

alt/ a{dlGdza vdzzé¢ t NP2SOUA2YyaA

Population projections from MAPC estimate that the population will reach 27,183 residents by 2020 under
Ada a{dlFddza vdz2zé¢ &aA0SYIl NR2 o fatesOoK birthsi dedihs, argRatior? aghd (i K !
housing occupancy. This figure is less than the 2017 census estimate of 27,527 residents. MAPC
projections further indicate continued growth to 27,792 residents by 2030, 3% more than the 2010 census
figure and oty 265 residents above the 2017 census figurablelll-3 offersthese projections by age
category for 2020 and 2030, comparing these figures to 2010 census figures.

These projections also indicate some significant _ _
age distributioral changes. For exapfe, those | | N€S€ projected population changes sugge

under age 20 are predicted to decrease fromthe need for housing alternatives td
28.8% to 24.5% of the total population between| accommodate the increasing population g
2010 and 2030, representingl®.4% population | seniors, such as more handicappe
loss of about963 residents. The projectiony accessibility, housing with  supportivg
further suggesta loss of 332 residents or 18.7%services, and units without substantia
in the 20 to24 age range and a net increase bfmaintenance demands Additionally, to
379 residents in the 25 to 34 age category QY asintain  a  diverse population, mord

2030, or by 8.4%, not insignificant. Those in the ¢, qaple starter housing opportunities to
35 to 44 range are projected iacrease byb.6%, . .
attract young adults, including young

or by 191 residentswhile those in the 45 to 54 famili hould b ted both tal
age range are projectetb decrease still more, amilies, shou € promoted both as renta

by 24% representing a loss of 1,017 residents @Nd firstlime homeownership.
The population of older middiaged residents in the 55 to 64 range is expecteddoreaseas wellwith a
net lossof 474residentsor 13%followinga shorterterm increase in 2020.

Tablell-oY ! 3S 5A&0GNROdzA2Y T Hnmn [ Sy

Age Range 2010 Census 2020 Projections 2030 Projections
# % # % # %

Under 5 Years 1,544 5.7 1,327 4.9 1,376 5.0
5¢19 Years 6,222 23.0 5,818 21.4 5,427 19.5
20¢ 24 Yeas 1,779 6.6 1,562 5.7 1,447 5.2
25¢ 34 Years 1,955 7.2 2,407 8.9 2,334 8.4
35¢ 44 Years 3,422 12.7 3,031 11.2 3,613 13.0
45¢ 54 Years 4,238 15.7 3,540 13.0 3,221 11.6
55¢ 64 Years 3,686 13.7 3,839 14.1 3,212 11.6
65¢ 74 Years 1,861 6.9 3,425 12.6 3,620 13.0
75¢ 84 Years 1,497 5.5 1,476 5.4 2,749 9.9
85+ Years 799 3.0 757 2.8 794 2.9
Total 27,003 | 100.0 | 27,183 100.0 27,792 100.0
Under 20 7,766 28.8 7,145 26.3 6,803 24.5
Age 65+ 4,157 15.4 5,658 20.8 7,163 25.8

Source: Metropolitan Area Plaimy Council (MAPC), January 2014
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Those over age 65 are estimated to increase from 15.4% of all residents in 2010 to 25.8% by 2030,
representing a gain of 3,006 residents in this age category and growth of 72%.

These projected demographic shifts arethar presented in Figur#dl-3, comparing projections favlilton

to other maturing suburbs, thelnner Coresubregiont® and Metro Boston from 2010 to 2030. Estimates
suggest thatMilton will experience relatively comparable growth patterns with respecvéoy modest
total population increases and losses in those under 15 and substantial gains in those over dage<%b5.
losses of children run counter to school enrollment projections.

80% Figure lll-3: Population Change Comparison MAPC "Status
Quo" Figures, 2010-2030
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al! t/ Qa a{ iNERy 3S pjeashdterhypalaticn QréwiH: td2K,&40residents by 2020 and
28,705 residents by 2030These figures represent growth of 6.3% between 2010 and 2030 and the
addition of 1,702 residentsnore than doubléhe2.92 NJ 4GS dzy RSNJ G KS a{ G (dza v

¢KSaS a{iNRPY3ISNI wSIA2yé LINRPe2SOGA2ya FNB oF &SR 2

1 The region will attract and retain more people, especially young adults, than it does today;

1 Younger households (born after 1980) will be more inclined toward urban livany ttreir older
counterparts and less likely to choose to live in sifighaily homes; and

1 An increasing share of older adults will choose to downsize from diagldy homes to
apartments or condominiums.

Thesed {  NE Y ISNI wS3IA2yé didNR@d-d dnsazegignifidandyighednBritie ¢oi s
census estimate @#7,527NB a A RSy ia IyR GKS @772 (1dza vdz2z¢é LINR2SC

13|n addition to Milton, - ! 0 #iEn€ CoreCommunities (ICC}yubregion includes the communities ofrlington,
Belmont, Boston, Brookline, Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Lynn, Malden Medford, Melrose, Needham, Newton,
Quincy, RevereSaugus, Somerville, Waltham, Watertown, and Winthrop.
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of the population in 2010, td,9880r 24.3% of all residents by 2030. On the other end of the age range,
those 65 years of age or older are estimated to grow froml3F residentsor 15.4% of all residentin

2010 to 7,80 and 25.3% of all residentdy 2030, repesenting growth of 3,103 seniors or %6 Other

more modest demographic shifts include some increase® ito 24-yearoldsand declines in the middle
aged45 to 54 andb5 to 64 age ranges.

FIGURE I11-4: 2010 CENSUS AND MAPC
"STRONGER REGION" PROJECTIONS FOR 2020 AND
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State Data Center Projections

The State Data Center at the Unisiy of Massachusetts Donahue Institute predicts considerably higher
population growth in 2020 and 2030 of 29,445 and 31,277 residents, respectively, both well above the
2017 census estimatelike the MAPC estimates, the State Data Center indicategtibaé under agd5

will comprise almosiL7% of all residents, down from02 in 2010.The State Data Center figures show a
significant decline in those age 15 to 19, going from 2,313 residents in 2010 to 1,776 by 2030, representing
a loss of 537 residentsr 23% despite a projected population increase of 15.8%ain, this runs counter

to school enrollment projections

Tablelll-4: Age Distribution, 2010 Census and State Data Center Projet
2020 and 2030

Age Range 2010 Census 2020 Projections | 2030 Pojections
# % # % # %

Under 5 Years | 1,544 5.7 1,336 4.5 1,506 4.8
5¢19 Years 6,222 23.0 6,367 21.6 5,523 17.7
20¢ 24 Years | 1,779 6.6 1,484 5.0 1,594 5.1
25¢ 34 Years | 1,955 7.2 2,344 8.0 2,549 8.1
35¢44 Years | 3,422 12.7 3,379 115 4,240 13.6
45¢54 Years | 4,238 15.7 4,017 13.6 3,708 11.9
55¢ 64 Years | 3,686 13.7 4,383 14.9 3,981 12.7
65¢ 74 Years | 1,861 6.9 3,497 11.9 4,055 13.0
75¢ 84 Years | 1,497 5.5 1,656 5.6 3,023 9.7
85+ Years 799 3.0 982 3.3 1,099 3.5
Total 27,003 | 100.0 29,445 | 100.0 31,277 | 100.0
Under 20 7,766 28.8 7,703 26.2 7,029 22.5
Age 65+ 4,157 15.4 6,135 20.8 8,177 26.1
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Source: University of Massachusetts, Donahue Institute, State Data Center.

On the other end of the age range, the State Data Center progeeesyhighincreaseof those 65 year of
age or older to 8,77 residents from 15.4% of the population to 26.1%Ihe age cohorts in between
demonstrate some similar fluctuations MAPC estimatewith increases in 25 td4-yearolds andgeneral
declines irolder middle-age residentsge 45 to 64

Tablelll-5 compare the two MAPC projections and the State Data Center figulée State Data Center
predictsnot only greater total population growttbut also forecasts a greater proportionate decrease in
those under 20 particularly in the age 15 to 19 age range. It also projects greater numbers of seniors.
Once again, giverrelatively slow overall growth during the last seveal decades, even the most
O2yaSNBIGABS LINRB2SOlA2ya TNRY ghaunkess Oy zanifiglircentilais v d:
and housing resources are created.

Tablelll-5: Comparison of Population Projections, 2030

AgeRange|a! t / a{GFdda!t/ &a{ NPy | State Data Center
# % # % # %

< Age 15 4,719 17.0 4,860 16.9 5,253 16.8

< Age 20 6,803 245 6,988 24.3 7,029 22.5

Age 65+ 7,163 25.8 7,260 25.3 8,177 26.1

Total Pop 27,792 100.0 28,750 100.0 31,277 100.0

Sources: MAPC and the State Data Center at the UMass Donahue Institute

It should be noted that previous MAP@ojections fom its MetroFuture Report suggest a total
population of 26,991 by 2030, lower than the 2017 census estimate of 27,527 resatahtthuslikely
underestimating growth

4, Raceg Substantial increase in minority residents

As indicated in Table ¥, the population has remained predominantly White, but is becoming more
diverse. The 2010 census indicates that the number and percentage of minority residdnténiized
significantly from 6.2% of the population in 1990 to 24.6involving a total of 6,102esidents.
Approximately 64% of the 2010 minority population identified themselves as Black or Afncarcan,
22% as Asians, and 14% as Hispanic or Latino.

Table 1#6: Key Demographic Characteristjd990-2017

Demographic 1990 2000 2010 2017
Characteristics # % # % # % # %
Total Population 25,725 | 100 26,062 | 100 27,003 100.0 27,527 | 100.0
Minority Population* | 1,605 | 6.2 3,810 14.6 6,102 22.6 7,115 25.8
Total # Households 8,749 | 100.0 8,982 100 9,274 100.0 8,970 100.0
Family Households** | 6,675 | 76.3 6,757 75.2 6,835 73.7 6,931 77.3
Female Heads of

Households with 1,038 | 11.9 443 4.9 483 5.2 479 5.3
Children< 18*

Nonfamily Householdy 2,074 | 23.7 2,225 24.8 2,439 26.3 2,039 22.7
*%

Average Household | 2.85 persons 2.79 persons 2.75 persons 2.86 persons
Size
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Sources: U.S. Census Bured®90, 2000 and 201@ecennial counts and American Community Survey-¥éoae
Estimates, 2012017. *All Non-White classifications ** Percent of all
... | households

Th? 25'8% . Ie\_/(_el of m_|nor|t3 The 2017 census estimates suggest cor@thgrowth of minority
residents issignificantly higher residents to 25.8% of the populationThis data identified,136
than 20.6% for thecounty and| o 5894 of minority residents as Black or Afridanerican and
21.1% for the state. another 1,811 or 25.5% as Asian. A total of 1,094 residents, or

4% of the population, identified themsels as having Hispanic or

Latino heritage.

5. Householdg; Increasing number of families

As Table H6 and Figure H5indicatethatg KA £ S aAf 2y Qa LR LMz FGA2Yy NBY!I |
and 2010, growing by 5.0%, the number of households as=é by 6.0%from 8,749 to 9,274This is
reflective of some small decrease in the size of families with the avédragseholdsize decreasing from

2.85 persons to 2.75 duringithperiod. It is also due to the increasing numbers affamily households,

which grew by 17.6% compared to the 2.4% growth in family households between 1990 and 2010.

The 2017 census estimates indicate a decrease in the number of households, taB®éDse to the
1990 level, representing declineof 3.3% in the contexbf 1.9% population growth.This decrease is
surprising and the data may be questionablEhe 2017 estimates also indicate incremabethe average
household size from 2.75 persons in 2010 to 2.86 in 20if7 the size of familiesncreasingfrom 3.27
persons to 3.30.

Still doutthree-lj dzZ NIISNAR 2F aAf 2y Qa K2dzaSK2f Ra Ay@g2f gSR
the county and 63.0% for the staiea 2010 The 2017 census estimates indicate some growth in the
number and percentage of familiedespite a decrease in the number of households. This is further
reflected in the average household size which increased from 2.75 persons in 2010 torBeB&verage
family size increased even morét should be noted that in many comparable communitiparticularly
affluent communities, the number of families and average household sizeéypaslly decreased, due
largely to increasing number of older residents living aJommpty nestersand families having fewer
children.

Figure 11I-5: Types of Households, 2000 to 2017
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Tablelll-7 examines th types of households by household size for 2000, 2010 and 2017 with the following
findings demonstrangthe continuing growth of smaller households:

T

Milton Housing Production Plan

Singleperson households comprised 2% of all households and5&%% of the nonfamily
households in 20Q0increasing to 2% of all households and78% of nonfamily households by
2010 The 2017figures surprisingly indicate a decline in these households to 19.1% of all
households and 84% of all nonfamily households. This level of sipglieson householdss both
lowerthan the county level of 20%andthe state at 28.5%.

Of the estimated 1,715 singjgerson households in 2017, 1,238 or 72% were 65 years of age or
older.

Almost half ofMilton households involved only two or three members, ranging frofr6% of all
households in 2000, down ta64% in 2010, and then up a bit t&d &% according to 2017 census
estimates.

Fourperson households declined from 580 of all households in 200@ 18.0% in 201,0and

then grew significantlyo 20.1% in 2017.

The proportion of large families of five or more persomsmained about the same at 12.7% in
2000 to 12.8% in 2010andthen up modestly to 12.9% in 2017

A total of5190r 14.7%%6 of the households with children under age 18 were headed by one parent
(92.3%0f these involved single mothers) based on 2017 census estimates.

Tablelll-7: Types of Households by Size, 20010 and2017

2000 2010 2017
Households by Type and S # % # % # %
Nonfamily households 2,225 24.8 2,439 26.3 2,039 22.7
1-persm household 1,905 21.2 2,131 23.0 1,715 19.1
2-person household 262 2.9 259 2.8 300 3.3
3-person household 31 0.3 31 0.3 0 0.0
4-person household 19 0.2 11 0.1 0 0.0
5-person household 5 0.1 4 0.04 24 0.3
6-person household 2 0.02 2 0.02 0 0.0
7 or nore personhousehold 1 0.01 1 0.01 0 0.0
Family households 6,757 75.2 6,835 73.7 6,931 77.3
2-person household 2,336 26.0 2,390 25.8 2,354 26.2
3-person household 1,645 18.3 1,629 17.6 1,639 18.3
4-person household 1,643 18.3 1,657 17.9 1,806 20.1
5-person household 780 8.7 755 8.1 878 9.8
6-person household 229 2.5 282 3.0 195 2.2
7 or more perso-household 124 1.4 122 1.3 59 0.7
Total 8,982 100.0 9,274 100.0 8,970 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2800 2010Summary Fild and 20132017 Amergan Community Surv

FiveYear Estimates
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MAPC projections suggest notable growth in the number of households, from 9,274 in 2010 to 10,565 or
MANZPHH GKNRdAdZAK Hnon oFaSR 2y GKSANI a{iGl Gddza v dz
represens a 13.9 or17.8% level of growth, respectively, compared to the projec&&%b or6.3%
projected population growth. This indicates that the projections forecast greater numbers of smaller
households in thduture that is likely largely driven by theiag of the Baby Boom generation and more
childless households, including those living alode noted earlier, projections may likely overestimate
future growth patterns without substantial changes in zoning and new housing development.

6. Income Distrilution ¢ Very high incomes but growing income disparities

On the whole, Milton residents are becoming more affluent although there are growing income disparities
related to tenure, age and type of householder. It is not surprising that families witheragiel heads of
households have significantly higher incomes than single individuals, particularly older residents on fixed
AyO2YSao 2 KAfTS (GKSAS KAIKSNI AyO2YS K2dzaSK2f Ra
struggling to remain in the commity. It will be important for the Town to promote more social and
economic diversity to avoid becoming a place where only the rich or those living in subsidized housing car
afford to live.

A comparison of income figures for the past several decadpseisented in Table 1B and Figure H6,
suggesting that Milton has in general become significantly more affluent over the past several decades.
For example, there were only 383 households that earned more than $75,000 in 1979, however, 3,073
earned moe than double that amount, $150,000, by 2011 -
increasing to 3,847 by 2017 altuzyQa C JE:
median  household incomgq
The dramatic upsurge in relative affluence is also demonstrgl between 1999 and 2017 wa
by increases in median income levels, increasing | considerably higher than the
approximately $25,000 each decade from $24,777 in 19 (ate of inflation during this
Miltoy Q2017 mediar] housgzhold income of 186,000 was period of 47%.

significanty K A 3 KSNJ U Kl y  b2dieh & 595,668
and thestate of $74,167

7

Table I8 Income Distribution by Househo|dL9792017

1979 1989 1999 2011 2017
Income Range | # % # % # % # % # %
Under $10,000 | 1,363 | 16.3 569 6.6 383 4.3 245 2.6 206 2.3
$10,00024,999 | 2,870 | 34.3 1,166 | 13.5 924 10.3 1,118 |12.1 | 718 8.0
$25,00034,999 | 1,762 | 21.0 775 9.0 628 7.0 351 3.8 357 4.0
$35,00049,999 | 1,371 | 16.4 1,491 |17.3 833 9.3 756 8.2 430 4.8

$50,000-74,999 | 625 7.5 2,026 | 234 1,479 16.4 858 9.2 1,033 | 11.5

$75,00099,999 | 383 4.6 1,183 | 13.7 1,285 14.2 1,023 | 11.0 | 7583 8.4

$100,000149,999 916 10.6 1,852 20.6 1,852 | 20.0 |1,626 | 18.1
$150,000 or more 513 5.9 1,609 17.9 3,073 | 33.1 3,847 42.9
Total 8,374 | 100.0 | 8,639 | 100.0 | 8,993 100.0 | 9,276 | 100.0 | 8,970 | 100.0
Median income | $24,777 $53,130 $78,985 $104,357 $126,000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990 and20®@nary File and 20092011and 20131017American
Community SurvefiveYear Estimates.

The percentage of households earning under $75,000 decreased from almost all households in 1979
(95.4%) to about 36% by 20dnd then to 30.6% in 2017. Of these, 5,995 households had incomes of less
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than $35,000 in 1979 compared to 1,935 in 1999 and 1,8820i7. This dramatic decrease in lower
income households is likely correlated to the high costs of living in Milton, housing costs in particular.

Figure lll-6: Change in Income Distribution, 1999, 2011 and 2017
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As shown in Figure 41, median income levels vary considerably by tenure and household type. For
example, the median income for those households that include childréamilies¢ was $151,120, up
from $135,750Nn 2011 andt94,359 in 1999. On the other hand, nonfamilies had a median income of only
$42,369from $28,889 in 199@%nd $31,380 in 2011 Thiswas largely related to the predominance of
single persons, including retired individuals, in these householdshere were also significant
discrepancies between the median incomes of owners and rentef 4,363 and $51,16Iespectively

Another @mparison of median incomkvelrelates to the age of the principal householder. While the
sample size was too small for the youngest of households of less than age 25, the 2017 census estimate:
indicate that the median household income of those age®84 was $152,917, not much less than those

age 45 to 64 of $159,464. On the other hand, the median income of households with seniors age 65 and
over was $53,109, half the median income for the community of $126@&orrelated with the larger
numbersof those living alone and on fixed income in this age range.

Figure IlI-7: Median Income by Household Type, 1999,

2011 and 2017
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Table IH9 presents information on theomparativedistribution of incomesetween Milton and Norfolk
County as another comparison. As the table demonstrates, Milton has been somewhataffioeat
than the county as a whole. The percentage of those earning less than $75,0QR W4sin 20% for
Norfolk County, down from 58.5% in 1999. On the other hand, those earning below thigniguded
only 30.6%of Milton households down from 472% in 1999. Those earning more than $150,000 included
28.%% of all households in Norfolk County2017 compared to about 43 for Milton. Higher income
levels in Milton were also reflected in the median income leaslsoted earlier.

Table IH9: Incme Distribution by Household: Norfolk Coungnd Milton, 1999 and 207

Norfolk County Milton

Income Range | 1999 2017 1999 2017
# % # % # % # %

Under $10,000 14,002 | 5.6 10,363 | 4.0 383 4.3 206 2.3
$10,000-24,999 28,589 | 11.5 23,5652 | 115 924 10.3 718 8.0
$25,00034,999 21,077 | 8.5 14,559 | 5.6 628 7.0 357 4.0
$35,00049,999 31,912 | 12.8 20,672 | 7.9 833 9.3 430 4.8
$50,00074,999 50,129 | 20.1 35,483 | 13.5 1,479 16.4 1,033 11.5
$75,00099,999 37,684 | 15.1 31,670 | 12.1 1,285 14.2 753 8.4
$100,000149,999| 37,315 | 15.0 51,412 | 19.6 1,852 20.6 1,626 18.1
$150,000 or more| 28,193 | 11.4 74,613 | 28.4 1,609 17.9 3,847 42.9
Total 248,901 | 100.0 262,324 | 100.0 8,993 100.0 8,970 100.0
Median Income | $63,342 $95,668 $78,985 $126,000
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2806hmary ke 3and 2A.3-2017 American Community Survé&veYear
Estimates.

This relative affluence of Milton is also demonstrated through a comparative look at the median
household income levels of neighboring communities as shown in Fig8reMédian tousehold incomes
ranged from a low of ,969for Randolph to a high ofi®6,000for Milton. Milton alsodemonstrated

the greatest increase since 2011

Figure 111-8: Median Household Income of Milton and

Neighboring Towns, 2011 and 2017
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7. Poverty¢ Increasing levels of poverfyparticularly among seniors

While income levels for @st town residents have increased substantially, there remains a significant
population within the town of Miltonwith very limited financial means and living below the poverty I&vel.
The 2000 census indicated that the absolute numbers of those with iesdoelow the poverty level
decreased from 1979 to 1999 as shown in Tabl&d|ivith the exception of those 6gears or older where

the numbers increased somewhat. Since 1999, poverty has risen, represgrittgyresidents o4.1% of

all individuals an@08 families 013.0% of all familiesOf particular concern is the growing poverty among
those 65 years and over, increasing from 4.3% to 9.2% between 1999 and/20il& poverty in Milton is
lower than the county and state, at 8& and 111% of all indviduals, respectively, #seincreases are
nevertheless disturbing.

Table IH10: Poverty Status1979-2017

Household Type| 1979 1989 1999 2011 2017

# % # % # % # % # %
Individuals * 957 3.7 758 2.9 697 2.7 1,350 5.0 1,129 4.1
Families ** 188 2.8 125 1.9 108 1.6 184 2.7 208 3.0
Related Children
Under 18 Years | 306 5.0 49 0.6 147 2.2 307 4.6 140 2.0

(Under 17 Years
for 1990 data) ***

Individuals 138 3.1 216 4.8 183 4.3 229 5.5 397 9.2
65 and Over****

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 19890land 200GBummary File @and the American Community Survéyye Year
Estimates fo20092011and 20132017.*Percentage of total populatioti*Percentage of all families
***pPercentage of all related children under 18 yedt$*Percentage of all individals age 65+

¢tKAA RIGlF &aK2dzZ R Ffaz2 0S @GASESR Ay fA3IKG 2F (GKS
479 subsidized housing units with another 140 or so rental subsidies, the total of which is insufficient to
cover the housing affordaltiji issues most likely confronting this very vulnerable population.

8. Employmentc Growing labor force driven by educational and health services

Of the population 16 years of age or oldéd,491 or 68.1%wvere in the labor force according to 2017
census stimates higher thanl13,700 or 64.8%n 2011. In the context of an expanding labor force were
decreases in the unemployment rate, from 8.2% in 2011 to 2.7% in 2017 according to census estimates.
Estimates further suggest thaD% of Milton residents whavere in the labor force were in management,
business, science and arts occupations, 11.6% were in service occupaBdss, in sales and office
occupations,and the remaining workers in a mix of jobs related to construction, production and
transportation. Half of workers were involved in professional, scientific, educational, and health related
services. Approximateljwo-thirds of workers commuted alone by cadown from threequarters in
2011, with about 10% carpooling and 12% using public transpontaffrhe average commute was 32.9
minutes, up fromalmost 30 minutesn 2011

Detailed information on employment patterns from the state Executive Office of Labor and Workforce

14 The 2019 federal poverty level from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services was $12,490 for an individual and
$21,330 for a thregoerson household.
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Developmentshows that of the 14,746 workers in the labor force, 14,354 wemployed, with an
unemployment rate of 2.7% in May 201%his datareflects employment patterns for those living in
Milton, but state data also includes information on local Milton jobs for 2017 as summarized in Table llI

11. This datshows an average epioyment of6,486workers withY dzO K
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of public and private educational institutions as well as Milton Hospital.
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The averge weekly wage by industry varied considerably from a high1g848 in professional and
financial servicesto only $88 in accommodation and food services. There w&®6 business
establishments irMilton which provided a total wage level of more thaB38 million, with an average
weekly wage of $1EB8. As a point of comparison, the average weekly wage for Boston was $1,878,
$1,240 for Quincy, and $967 for PlymoutiltonQ & |

of about $%5,500, less than hlIf of MiltonQ a
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is likely that many of those who work inMilton cannot afford to live in the community, particularly
given a median singkéamily home price of $00,000as ofMay 2019

Tablelll-11: Average Employment and Wagbyg Industry inMilton, 2017

Industry # Total Wages | Ave. Ave. Weekly
Establishments Employment Wage

Construction 84 $19,272,959 252 $1,471

Wholesale trade 22 $12,702,226 56 $1,362

Retail trade 33 $14,127,929 433 $627

Information 13 $3,242,205 58 $1,075

Finance & insurance 29 $9,995,035 104 $1,848

Real estate, rental and 30 $8,602,284 153 $1,081

leasing

Professional and 100 $27,241,285 281 $1,864

technical services

Administrative and 20 $3,988,058 103 $745

waste services

Education services 10 $118,394,762 2,217 $1,027

Health care and social 138 $80,849,300 1,445 $1,076

assistance

Arts, entertainment 15 $6,089,934 230 $509

and recreation

Accommodation and 25 $13,596,026 525 $498

food services

Other services 83 $9,115,617 236 $743

Public administration 19 $22,250,568 263 $1,627

TOTAL 636 $358,628,754 6,486 $1,063

Source: Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Develogoigrit4 2019
* Shaded industries involve average employment of more #@mworkers

0.

Educationg Very higheducational attainment and small increases in school enroliments

The educational attainment of Milton residents has improved over the last couple of decades. In 2011,
96.9% of those 25 years and older had a higl2 s2H
or higher (compared with 49.4% for the county and 39.1% for the state), up from the 2000 figures of

Milton Housing Production Plan

RALX 2YI

2NJ KAIKSNI | yR

29

(o3|



pndc: gAGK G €SFaAad I KAIK d0K22f RALIX 2YLl héryR Y
The 2017 census estimates indicate contindiigh levels of educational attainment with 95.6% having at
least a high school degree araf these 61.8%wadl o6 OKSf 2
degree or higher.

New England Schoo Those enrollgd in school (nursery through graokuaﬂ;chogl)

. totaled 9,070 in 201but decreased to 844 students according
!De\./elopment.Councn (NESD_E to 2017 census estimates.These figures include students at
indicate continued growth in\ cyrry College, Milton Academy and otreea private schools.
enroliments to 4,465 studenty There were5,866 studentsenrolled in nursery school through
by 20232024 and 4,664 by high schol, representing an increase of 149 students since 2000
20282029 that will result in | but comparable to the 2011 level of 5,890 students.
school capacity problems.

Enrollment projections from the|

Enroliments in the MiltorPublic School District have increased
slightly, from 3,807 students in the 20@D01 school year to 836 in 20122013 and then to 4139 in
20182019 Consequentlyalmost onequarter of schoohge students under the high school level are
fA1Ste TGUSYRAY3 (GKS G266y Qa S gectioiRlS ki ndofe foryhaiyho S N.
on school enroliments and caggcissues.

10. Group Quarters Populatioq Major increases since 1990

The 2010 census counted 1,516 residents living in group quarters including 1,229 living in
college/university housing, 150 living in other noninstitutional housing, most likely Miltaemy, and

137 in nursing facilities. This is apnsiderably from the 2000 census count of 1,035 residents in group
guarters (265 in institutional settings and 770 living outside of institutionalized group quarters) as well as
751 residents in 1990 (138 institutions and 612 in other group quarterstonsequentlythose living in
group quarters almost doubled between 1990 and @QOlargely reflectig increased enroliments of
residential students atocal collegesand Milton Academy for example.The D17 census estimates
indicate a continuing increase to 1,831 residents living in group quarters.

11. Disability Statusg About onethird of seniors claimed some type of disability

A total of 2,160 residents claimed some type of disability accordingthe 2017 census estimates,
representingabout 8%2 ¥ a A f ( 2 y Q &his liSHodarfrdmi2i7 &1 yiidabled residents in 2011 that
comprised 10.4% of all residents. Of the 2017 population under age 18, 143 or 2% had some type of
disability, and of the populain 18 to 64, 686 or 4.3% claimed a disability, half of those who claimed a
disability in 2011. Of the population 65 years of age or older, 1,331 or 31.5% in this age range identified
themselves as having a disability, down again from the 2011 level%fl8F about the same number of
residents.

Additional information on the types of disabilities for local seniors is summarized in TihAR
comparing MitonSa G A YIF 6S&a G2 GKz2aS 2F (GKS adGlrasS olFaSR 2
Aging Commuity Profile.

Compared to the state, those 65 years and older who live in Milton do the same or somewhat worse on all
of the disability levels with the exception of se#fported ambulatory difficulties. Milton is considered an
emerging Dementidriendy Community and some local resources for promoting the health of older
residents include a Council on Aging, Cultural Council, a memory café, and lifelong learning opportunities.
These community resources will become increasingly important given projexiezhses in seniors.
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Table [1#12: Types of Disabilities, Percentage 65 Years of Age and Older

Population Characteristics Milton Estimates State Estimates
Selfreported hearing difficulty 15.3% 14.2%
Clinical diagnosis of deafness 17.0% 16.1%
Or hearing impaiment
Selfreported vision difficulty 8.7% 5.8%
Clinical diagnosis of blindness 1.5% 1.5%
or vision difficulty
Selfreported cognition 10.0% 8.3%
Difficulty
Selfreported ambulatory 19.4% 20.2%
difficulty
Clinical diagnosis of mobility 4.3% 3.9%
impairments
Selfreported selfcare difficulty 8.5% 7.9%
Selfreported independent living 18.6% 14.3%
difficulty

B. Housing Profile

This section of the Housing Needs Assessment summarizes housing characteristics and trends, analyzes
the housing market from a number of different data sources and perspectives, compares what housing is

available to what residents can afford, summarizes what units are defined as affordable by the state, and

establishes the context for identifying priority hongineeds.

In general, limited housing production and high demand, reflected in zero percent vacancy rates, have
been driving up the costs of housing leading to wider affordability gaps as well as increasing cost burdens.

1. Housing Growthg Higherrecentpast and future housing growth tan total population growth

As shown in Table {13, from a total of 9,700 housing units that were counted as part of the 2010 census,
approximately half (4,535 units or 46.8%) predate World War 1l, and a total of 7,3@0 ar three
guarters of the units were constructed prior to 1960. This clearly identifies Milton as one of the older
suburbs of Boston with most of its development occurring during the earlier part of the@ttury. This
older housing may be in needf repairs, remodeling, or lead paint removal. This early housing
development is significantly higher than countywide levels where 28.9% of all units were built prior to
1939 with an additional 21.2% between 1940 and 1960.

Since the early 1960s, housidgvelopmentfell off considerably with the total number of units built per
decade ranging froma low of259 in the 1990s t@ high of607 in the 1960s. Between 2000 and 2010, a
total of 539 housing units were built, representing 5.6% of the housing stodligher than the 3.6%
population growth during the same period.

The 2017 census estimates suggest a substantial decrease in the total number of housing units, down to

9,377 units, which isurprising and questionable. It is likely that few if anjtaihave been lost since 2010,
especially given permit activity summarized in Tabi&4ll

Milton Housing Production Plan 31



Table 11F13: Year Structure Buil2010

Years # %
2000 to 2010 539 5.6
1990 to 1999 259 2.7
1980 to 1989 421 4.3
1970 to 1979 574 5.9
1960 to 1969 607 6.3
1940 to 1959 2,765 28.5
1939 or earlier 4,535 46.8
Total 9,700 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010

Table IH14 presents housing growth since 20&6d indicates that 177 units have been permitted through
August 21, 2019 Most of these nits weremostly singlefamily homes but the units at Woodmere and
the Milton Hill House at 50 Eliot Strewere also includedhoth developments including affordable units.
Of the 177 total units11 involved the demolition and replacement of units fotogal of 164 net new
units. Consequentlyteardown activity, replacing more affordable homiesthe private housing market
with larger more expensive ongg still relatively limited in Milton compared to 40% of all new single
family homes in Hingham dnmore than 90% in Needham for exampl@able IH14 also shows the
estimated cost of this new development with average costs per year vacgingjderably but averaging
almost $134,0000ver this period However, it would be over $500,000 if the analysisused solely on

singlefamily homes

Table [1#14: Building Permit Activity, 201® August 21, 2019

Demo/
Year New | Replacement| Net New Estimated Cost Average
Units | Units Units Cost/Unit
2010 5 0 5 $2,367,000 $473,400
2011 4 0 4 $1,034,000 + $344,667°
$1,238,000
2012 12 1 11 $3,281,870 $273,489
2013 6 0 6 $4,148,516 $639,103
27 (50 27 $5,110,868 $189,291
Eliot St.)
2014 19 2 17 $8,895,723 $468,196
2015 8 1 7 $7,346,784 $918,348
2016 36 3 33 $14,086,952 $391,304
2017 22 4 18 $9,897,079 $449,87
Subtotal 139 11 128 $57,407,637 $413,005
2018 23 2 21 $12,807,760 $556,859
As of 15 0 15 $6,566,693 $437,780
8-21-19

Subtotal 38 2 36 $19,374,453 $509,854

15 One of the four units was estimated twst $1,238,000 which was not included in the average as it would have

significantly skewed results.
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| Total | 177 | 13 | 164 | $76,782,000 | $433,797 |
Source: Milton Building Departmeraren SunnarbgrConsulting

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) projections suggest continued housing gragtimiany as
MMInHG dzyAlda o0& wHnon dzyRSNJ Ada a{dFiddza vdz2é &a0:!
figures. This represents significantute housing growth of 13.7% and 17.5% between 2010 and 2030,
respectively, higher than the projected population growth of 2.9% and 6.3%, respectively, under the two
scenarios.! & Yy 20GSR SIENIASNI Ay GKAa tflyz &adfOKF (T0RER Suid
analysis, appears to greatly overestimate future gronwBased on the permitting activity above and the
9,700unit countin the 2010 census, it is hard to believe that more than 10,000 units will be built by
2020 and 11,000 units by 2030 woule remarkable given prior housing growth rates of less than 6%

per decade since 1970.

2. Housing Occupanoy Continuing high level of owneoccupancy

As shown in Table {15, Milton had9,700 total units based on 2010 census data, inclu@i2g4 occuped
units and 9,641 yearound units'® Of these, 7,644 or 82.4% were own@rccupied while the remaining
1,630 or 17.6%, were rental units. This level of owsmrupancy was substantially higher than the county
and state at 69.2% and 62.3%, respectivélpwever, about twethirds of the growth in occupied housing
units involved rentals between 2000 through 2010, despite the high level of-toi@ owneroccupancy.

As noted above, the 2017 census estimates suggest a decrease in the total number of hmitsinfrom
9,700 in 2010 to 9,37 &hich did not occur as documented by building permit d@athese, 95.7% were
shown as occupied with a similar split in tenure as 2@t a net loss of 243 owneoccupied units and

61 rental units during this perib It is also interesting to note that the average household size of the
owner-occupied units increased from 2.89 persons in 2010 to PESons in 2017, reflective of the
growing size of households and families included in20&7 demographic data On the other hand, the
average household size of renters decreased from 2.08 to 2.01 persons.

The 2010 census counted 4.4% or 426 units as vacant, up from 1.5% and 179 units in 2000. The 201
census estimates show a continuing level of 4.4%.

Table IIF15: Housing Occupancy, 19917

Occupancy 1990 2000 2010 2017
Characteristics # % # % # % # %
Total Units 9,003 | 100.0 |9,261 | 100.0 | 9,700 | 100.0 9,377 100.0
Occupied Units * 8,749 | 97.2 8,082 | 985 9,274 | 95.6 8,970 95.7
Total Vacant Units * | 254 2.8 179 15 426 4.4 407 4.4
OwnerOcc. Units ** | 7,219 | 82.5 7,554 | 84.1 7,644 | 82.4 7,401 82.5
RenterOcc. Units ** | 1,530 | 17.5 1,428 | 15.9 1,630 | 17.6 1,569 17.5

Ave Housdold Size g
OwnerOccupied/ 2.98/2.25 persony 2.92/2.09 person| 2.89/2.08 pesons | 3.05/2.01 persons
Rener Unit
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990, 2000 and&td @merican Community Survey Fiear Estimates
20132017. *Percentage of total housing units ** Percentage of occupied housing units

16 Yearround units that are used as the basis for the 10% Chapter 40B affordability goal and annual housing
production goalsandare calculated by subtréiag seasonal, occasional or recreational uritsm total housing units
in the decennial census.
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As indicated in Table 416, the homeownewacancy rate was 1.1% and the rental vacancy rate was 5.9%
in 201Q up only slightly from 2000 and still well below state and national levidie 2017 census
estimates indicate still lower vacancy rates to 0.4% for ownership and zero for rentals tinat déven

take normal housing turnover into consideration. Such vacancy rates consequently demonstrate
extremely tight narket conditions.

Table I#16: Vacancy Ratesy Tenure 2010 and 20¥

Tenure Milton Milton State State
2010 2017 2010 2017

Rerter-Occupied 5.9% 0.0% 6.5% 4.0%
OwnerOccupied 1.1% 0.4% 1.5% 1.1%

SourceU.S. Census Bureau 204ild American Community SurvEiveYear Estimates,
20132017.

3. Types of Units and StructuresRelatively homogeneous housing stock

As shown in Tale 11t17, the 20T census estimates indicate that threpiarters of the existing housing
units were in singléamily detached structures, significantly higher than 8&5% level for the county.
However,census estimatesuggesthat Milton experiencedsomeloss of thesaunits between 2000 and
2011, from 7,209 to 6,90%nits, and then regained some to 7,020 uriis 2017.

Table [417: Units in Structure1990¢ 2017

Type of 1990 2000 2011 2017
Structure # % # % # % # %
1-Unit Detached| 6,982 77.5 7,209 78.7 6,905 73.8 7,020 74.9
1-Unit Attached | 178 2.0 179 2.0 241 2.6 309 3.3

2 to 4 Units 1,412 15.7 1,334 14.6 1,079 11.5 1,125 12.0
5 to 9 Units 63 0.7 80 0.9 89 1.0 43 0.5
10 or More Unity 304 3.4 351 3.8 1,044 11.2 870 9.3
Other 64 0.7 8 0.1 0 0.0 10 0.1
Total 9,003 100.0 9,161 100.0 9,3587 | 100.0 9,377 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000 and American Community Surv&y12@e@i 2013-2017.

Another309units were located in singlamily attached dwellings, up from 179 in 2080d 241 in 2011

On the other handthere wasa continuing loss of units in two to fowmnit structures, fom 1,412unitsin

1990 to 1,079 by 201The 2017 census estimates indicate some modest increase in these units to 1,125.
The net decline inthese wits, however,is reflected in some conversions of units to highced
condominiums and thus eredlsome2 ¥ (G KS 02 Y Ydzy A (i $grivdte mdrkeNBusingFIFiL NR |
important to note that small multifamily dwellings tend to provide relatively lessstly rental and
ownership opportunities.Becausdenders typically will count 75% of rental income in their underwriting
lower income purchasers carsuallyqualify.

There was a small gain in the number of units in five to -uini¢ structuresbetween1990 and 2011, once
again reversed according to 2017 census estimates to 43 units, less than half of the 2011 level. Similarly,
there wasa substantial increase in units in larger miimily structureswith ten or more unitsfrom 304

17 The American Community Survey (ACS) involves sampling data and is somewhat off from the actual 2010 censL
counts, in this case counting 9,358 units as aggd to 9,700. The 2010 ACS figure is actually relatively close to the
2017 census estimate of 9,377 units.
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to 1,044 units betwen 1990 and 2011increasing tal1.2% of thel2 g y Q& (2 ( | f Oric@ad@ini y 3
the 2017 census estimategiestionablysuggest a reversal of this trendownto 870 units from 1,044 in

2011. The census counted eight (8) mobile homes in 2000e by 2011, and then ten in 201,7although
ld3aSaa2NnRa REFEGEF AYyRAOFGSa GKI G §.KTRe\NB17 redeBalsyoPpasy 2 0 .
trends are surprising and highly questionable and the proportionate distribution of units in 2011 is likely
more reliable

Figure IH9: Units in Structure, 2011

O Single-family detached

B Single-family attached

DOTwo to four-unit
dwelllings

05 to 9-unit structures

@ Structures with 10 or
more units

The median number of rooms per housing unit wakin 2017, up fron.9rooms in 2011indicatingthat
homes are gettingomewhatlarger. This is alsbkely reflective of some teardown activity of larger more
expensive homes replacing more modest and affordable ones. In 20384 units or 14.6% of unitead

four rooms or lessdecreasing to 1,277 units or 13.6% in 20There were also decreases in larger units
as those withnine rooms or moraleclined modetly from 2,226 units or 23.8% of the housing staok
2011 t02,012 and 21.5% in 201This decrease is another surprising outcome given the level of teardown
activity.

4, Housing Valueg Highand risinghousing costfor both homeownership and rentals
The following analysis of the housing market examines values of homeownership and rental housing from
a number of data sources including:

1 The 1990, 2000 and 2010 Decennial U.S. Census figures
f ¢KS ! of & [/ Sy & e2@ll and20B3R0dZ N mericam Sammuity SurveyFiveYear

Estimates
T ¢KS 2 NNBYy DNRdzZLJQa YSRALFyY alfSa LINI@D&rodgl | G A 2
May 2019

9 Multiple Listing ServiceMLS)Yata
9 Internet rental listings (rental housing)

Ownership Costs

Census datan housing vales for owneroccupied units is provided in Table18, indicating a median

house value of $558,700 in 2017 up 154% from the median of $219,600 in 1990 which is much higher than
the rate of inflation during this period of 42.3%nly 150 units were valukebelow $200,000, up from 104

units in 2011. Almost 500 units were valued between $200,000 and $300i0(D11, declining to 324

units in 2017 andtill relatively affordable.
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While the number of units valued between $300,000 and $499,999 decreased4ffdl% to 34.7% of all

units between 2011 and 2017, those in the $500,000 to $999,999 range increased markedly from 37.4% of
all owner-occupied units to 51.3%The small number of affordable homes is in sharp contrast to the 569
homes valued at more thafil million. This data indicates that the number and percentage of properties
worth more than $1 million remained about the same in 2011 and 2017, at 7.6%.

Table 11#18: Housing Valuetor Owner-Occupied Properties1990¢ 2017

1990 2000 2011 2017
Value # % # % # % # %
Less than $100,000 | 136 2.2 55 0.8 104 1.4 107 1.5
$100,000 to $149,99 429 6.9 254 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
$150,000 to $199,99 1,949 31.2 871 13.1 0 0.0 43 0.6
$200,000 to $299,99 2,454 39.3 2,505 37.8 491 6.5 324 4.4
$300,000 to $499,99! 2,132 32.1 3,551 |47.1 2,571 34.7
$500,000 to $999,99 1,282 20.5 693 10.4 2,819 | 374 3,794 51.3
$1,000,000 or more 122 1.8 569 7.6 562 7.6
Total 6,250 100.0 6,632 100.0 7,534 | 100.0 8,970 100.0
Median (dollars) $219,600 $285,800 $481,800 $558,700

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000 and American Community Sun2§12@0@ 20132017.

While census data is derived primarily from Assessors information that typically underestimates existing
values somewhat,The Warren Groufracks more updted market data from Multiple Listing ServiddLS)

data derived through actual sales. This historic market information 2008 through May 2019s
summarized in Table {10. It is also visually presented in FigurelDl which shows relatively sloand
steady increases imedian housing values for both singfamily homes and condos following the
recession with the exception of the 2019 condo median wisdargely based on the very high market
sales prices at the Woodmere development.

After a detine in market prices in the early 1990s, due largely to an economic slump, the market began to
revive and rose significantly after 1997 to the height of the market in 2005 with a median-fingle

house price of $475,000. After that housing valwese relatively stable for singlamily homes despite

the dbursting of the housing bubbdewith a median of $80,000 as othe end of 2012Since then prices
have risersignificantly to $00,000as ofMay 2019

Median pices of condos have been largely loveershown in Figure 410, from $515,000 at the height of
the prerecession market in 2004ipping to a low of $330,000 in 200@nd then steadily increasing to
$547,500 in 2018. The median as of May 2019 was stunningly high, at $1,027¢5@@ agairreflective
largely of the high sales prices at the Woodmere development, ranging from $835,000 to $1.25 million.

The numbers of sales in any year has ranged considerably for both-finglg homes and condos. For
example, sales of singfamily homesranged fromhigh of 365 in 200%0 a low 0f232in 2006 showing

the effects of the recessionMarket activity fell to 233 sales in 2010, reviving somewhat to 297 in 2012
andup to 322 sdesin 2017. The number of sales declined somewhat again to 28®i8.

Condo sales reached a high of 49 in£b0t have been down considerably since then to only nine in 2009

andthen to 22 in 201, 2012 and 2013In 2017, sales activity was at its highest since the recession, to 35
sales, and then fell off again 22 sales in 2018.
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Table 11419: Median Sales Price2000throughMay 2019

Year Months Singlefamily | # Single Condos # Condo
family Sales Sales

2019 Jang May $700,000 83 $1,027,500 | 8
2018 Jang Dec 685,500 286 547,500 22
2017 Jang Dec 640,000 322 520,000 35
2016 Jang Dec 615,000 309 502,450 32
2015 Jang Dec 565,000 305 419,000 16
2014 Jang Dec 525,000 284 410,000 17
2013 Jang Dec 492,500 308 394,375 22
2012 Jang Dec 450,000 297 372,500 22
2011 Jang Dec 446,500 247 385,000 22
2010 Jang Dec 469,000 233 385,000 20
2009 Jang Dec 440,500 246 350,000 9
2008 Jang Dec 456,000 256 385,000 15
2007 Jang Dec 441,000 265 330,000 24
2006 Jang Dec 466,000 232 400,500 24
2005 Jang Dec 475,000 365 489,000 42
2004 Jang Dec 469,000 349 515,000 49
2003 Jang Dec 441 500 300 385,500 10
2002 Jang Dec 378,500 295 364,000 13
2001 Jang Dec 338,700 314 350,500 10
2000 Jang Dec 330,000 317 289,750 14

Source: The Warren Groujyly 15, 2019

Figure llI-10: Change in Median Housing Values, 2007 to
May 2019
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Figure 1102 Y LJ- NBa a A Galeg da@ to thass &t Aekglyboring communities for 2005, near the

top of the housing markeias well asMarch of 2013and May 2019 a At 12y Qa K2 dzaAy 3 @I
highest OF LJ- NIIA Odzf  NJ y23dS A& GKS aLA1S Alke Miltod, dldly Qa
the 2019 median values from the nearby communities included in this analysis havesedphe pre
recession onesvhich is not the case in numbers of communities throughout the state.
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Figure llI-11: Median Single-family Home Price Comparison,
2005 to May 2019
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Table 1H20 and Figure HL2 summarizesdes activity for singkdamily homes and condos betwedunly
2018andJune 2019 There wereno sales for less than $200,008hd only three ranging from $200,000 to
$300,000. About 40% of sales occurred between $500,000 and $700,000 with half of thealshiabove
this level including about 20% over $1 million. It is interesting to note that there weoe 88% ofcondo
sales above $800,000 including niselling for more thar$1 million, almost all part of the Woodmere
development off of Brush Hill Rd. Median sales prices were688000 and $00,000 for singleamily
homes and condos, respectivelhhe condo median skewed by the high Woodmere pricEgure [H12
demonstrates the clear shift towards higher market prices and also the increasesrasalee $1 million.

Table IIF20: Singlefamily House and Condo Salelily2018 throughJune 2019

Singlefamily Homes | Condominiums Total

Price Range # % # % # %
Less tlan $200,000 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
$200,000299,999 2 0.7 1 4.0 3 0.9
$300,000399,99 5 1.7 1 4.0 6 1.9
$400,000499,999 23 7.7 3 12.0 26 8.1
$500,000599,999 55 18.5 4 16.0 59 18.3
$600,000699,999 67 22.6 1 4.0 68 21.1
$700,000799,999 45 15.2 0 0.0 45 14.0
$800,000899,999 29 9.8 3 12.0 32 9.9
$900,006999,999 16 54 3 12.0 19 5.9
Over $1 million 55 18.5 9 36.0 64 19.9
Total 297 100.0 25 100.0 322 100.0
Median Price $688,000 $900,000 -

SourceBanker & Tradesmaduly 19, 2019
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Figure IlI-12: Distribution of Sales Prices, 4/12-4/13 and
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As Tabldll-21 indicates, very few housing units were valued in the more affordableesmiagcording to
ld3aSaaz2Nna NRDBBingRfandy horted andi 3Bondaminium units, there were only 11
properties assessed for less than $2WM) with all four of the condos as part of the Woodmere
development Another 160 of theseproperties were assessed between $200,000 and $300,000, still
relatively affordable While 16% bthe units were assessed between $400,000 aBA0H0Q almost half
were assessed in the $500,000 to $700,000 raryeother 27% were assessed above $700,000, including
976 units or 13% at over a $1 millialemonstraf y 3  a &ignificAnfuRuity housing market.

The median singlamily assessment was $621,200 and the condo median was $501,900. These values
are lower than those reported by Banker & Tradesman basedctual sales of $700,000 and $547,500

(for 2018 as the sample size was too small for a reliable median as of May 2019), respectively.
Assessments are typically lower than actual market values, particularly in rising housingsmarket

I 4 &S 3 a2 B showssigrificanthumbers of small muliiamily properties particularly twefamily
dwellings,with 584 two-families(1,168units) and21 three-family residences6@ units). More than half of
the two-family properties were assessed between $500,00@ &800,000.Median values for these
properties were $73,500 ad $11,90Q respectively.

Additionally,i KS ' 4aSaaz2Nna RIFdlolasS AyOfdzZRSa (GKS ¥F2ff 2

1 36 properties with multiple homes on the same 1G5% of which were assessed for more than $1
million and with a median assessment of $1,615,200

1 4 properties with four to eight units that ranged in value from $747,000 to $1,076,500.

1 7 properties with more than 8 units that included 50 Eliot Street, UygHibuse, Winter Valley
Residences,and Fuller Village. These properties ranged in valued from $5)890 to
$25,579,700.

1 27 mixeduse properties with assessments ranging from $421,400 to $14,073,700.
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Table II}F21: Assessed Values of Residential Prdjees, FY19

SingleFamily Small Muti -Unit Dwellingg
Dwellings Condominiums Total Units 2-family/3-family
Assessment # % # % # % # %
$0-$199,000 7 0.1 4 1.2 11 0.1 1/0 0.2/0.0
$200,000- 299,000 16 0.2 21 6.5 37 0.5 0/0 0.0/0.0
$300,000- 399,000 98 0.4 62 19.3 160 2.1 4/0 0.7/0.0
$400,000- 499,000 1,129 15.7 74 23.0 | 1,203 | 16.0 51/1 9.1/4.8
$500,000- 599,000 1,976 27.5 74 23.0 | 2,050 | 27.3 300/8 51.4/38.1
$600,000- 699,000 1,486 20.7 28 21.1 | 1,514 | 20.2 163/8 27.9/38.1
$700,000- 799,000 830 11.6 15 4.7 345 4.6 53/2 9.1/9.5
$800,000- 899,000 389 5.4 13 4.0 402 5.4 6/2 1.0/9.5
$900,000- 999,000 281 3.9 17 5.3 298 4.0 2/0 0.3/0.0
Over 4 Million 962 13.4 14 4.3 976 13.0 2/0 0.3/0.0
Total 7,174 | 100.0 322 100.0 | 7,496 | 100.0 584/21 | 100.0/100.0

Source: Milton Town Assessor

Rental Costs

Census datan the costs of rental units from 1980 through Z0% included in Table {B2. These census
estimates indicate that there wer#&,569 occupied rental units in Milton in 2@1 and that the median
gross rental wawery high, at $1,520, up considerably fr&h,268in 2011 and $830 in 2000The 2017
gross rent for the county was high but lower, at $1,460h the statemedian well belovat $1,173.

Only aboutl4% of the rental units were renting foeds than $500 by 207 surprisinglyhigher than 10.6%

in 2011 On the other end of the price range, 46% of the rental units were priced at $1,500 or more

including 303 or 19% with rents of at least $2,000.

It should be noted that the census data includebsidized rents and consequentlyedmot totally reflect

market values.

Table 11422: Rental Costs1980-2017

Gross 1980 1990 2000 2011 2017

Rent # % # % # % # % # %
Under $200 202 15.0 160 10.7 58 4.1 33 2.0

$200-299 332 24.7 94 6.3 33 2.3 102 6.3 216 13.8
$300-499 569 42.3 233 155 152 10.8 38 2.3

$500-749 101 7.5 417 27.8 310 21.9 172 10.6 221 141
$750999 321 21.4 270 19.1 269 16.6

$1,0001,499 382 27.0 393 24.3 252 16.1
$1,500 or more 109 7.3 66 4.7 557 34.4 722 46.0
No cash rent 142 10.5 165 11.0 143 10.1 54 3.3 158 10.1
Total 1,346 100.0 1,499 100.0 1,414 100.0 1,618 100.0 1,569 100.0
Median rent $321 $646 $830 $1,268 $1,520

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1980, 1990 and 20@0nary File and American Community Surve@07-2011and

20132017.
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Recent listing®f rental units are presented in Table-2B, indicating the high cost of rental housing in
Milton. The lowestlistingswere intwo-family homesor a duplex ranging from$2,151 to $2,350 in July
2019, much highethan the$1,475 to $1,65@ange in 2013 Houses were listed fro3,750 to $7,500,
also substantially higher than the 2013 rents of betweédn795and $3,20Q0 The Trulia website cited a
median rent of $2,875.

Table I1123: Rental ListingsJuly 2019

Unit Type # Bedrooms | # Baths Square Rent
Footage

Condo for rent 2 1 956 $2,151
Two-family 2 1 1,100 $2,300
Duplex 2 2 1,350 $2,300
Two-family 2 1 NA $2,350
Condo 2 2 1,260 $2,590
Condo 2 2 1,500 $3,300
Multi-family 3 1 NA $2,500
Multi-family 3 1 1,250 $2,600
Townhome 3 2.5 3,592 $4,200
Singlefamily House 3 3.5 3,400 $4,750
Singlefamily House 3 2 1,867 $5,000
Singlefamily House 4 2.5 2,415 $3,750
Singlefamily House 4 3.5 5,583 $7,500

Sources: Internet listings rruiia, Apatments.com,and Zillow July 16 2019.

5. Affordability Analysisq Widening affordability gaps and cost burdens

Current housing market data tells us that least 40 2 F aAf 2y Qa K2dzaSK2f Ra
income of an estimated$158,250to afford the mediansinglefamily sales price of $0,000as of My

2019. Alsq about28% of households cannot afford theedianrent cited on the Internet of $2,875

which requires an income of about $68,80these high housing costs obviously have rihest sevee

impact on those on the lowest rungs of the income ladder, but the effects of such high housing prices have
spread well into the middle class. Clearly if you do not already own a hoare oot affluent you will be
hard-pressed to purchase a home inlidh.

Affordability Gaps

' ONIRAGAZ2YLFE NRdzZAK NHzZ S 2F GKdzvyo Aa OGKFG K2dzaAy
household income. By this measure, the median incagaening household could afford a house of
approximately $15,00Q approximately halthe median house price of7/®0,000. This implies that the
K2dzaSK2fR Ay (UKS YARRES 2F (GKS (2¢6y Qa 33502 YS NIy

Additionally, housing prices have risen faster than incomes making housinch less affordable as
demonstrated in Figure HlI3. As time went by, the gap between median household income and the
median singldamily house price widened considerably from median income being 40.6% of the median
house price in 1B9to 20%in 2017 Another way of analyzing this figure is thiae gap between income

and house value was only $36,223 i7Q®ut increased to $14,000by 2017. The gap would be much
greater if more recent market prices were taken into consideration with a median degidy house

price of $700,000 as of May 2019.
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Figure IHL3 also compares the median sindamily sales prices to two different affordable prices. One
set of affordable prices is based on what a mediammome earning household can afford and the otier
based on the 80% AMI limit for a household of three, the average Milton househof¥ Sike. affordable
price for the mediarincome earning household was close to the median market price in 1979 and
between 2000 and 2011 but has diverged since th€he affordable pricebased on the 80% AMI limit, is
considerablylower thanthe median market price howeveand shows a widening affordability gapt
should be noted that these prices are higher than what would be allawetgrthe & i | [io8af)ditigive
Program (LIPWwhich bases affordable purchase prices on the 70% AMI limit to offer a window for
marketing purposes.
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the differencebetween the cost of housing and the proportion of income that is reasonable to paiy, for
generally using | 5 Q& RS BOWdt gras® iyicomd this affordability threshold To afford the
median sales price of ginglefamily homein Milton of $700,000asof May 2019, a household would have

to earn approximately$158,25Q0 much higher than the required income &96,250in 2013 This
assumes that the purchaser has cash on hanadboiut $150,000 to afford the upfront costs of the down
payment and closing ets based otypicalmortgage lending practices of 80% financing.

The borrowing power of the median income earning household, with an incom&2&f,300based on the
latest 2017 census estimates, is abo¥657,40Q significantly lower han the median hows value of
$700,000 Consequentlythere was an affordability gap of $142,60@he difference between what the
median income earning household can afford ($557,400) and the median sifagiely house price
($700,000). The high upfrontcash requirementgffectively widen this gap, particularly for those who do
not have equity in @revious home, substantial savings, or a major gift.

18 Figures based on 80% financing;y&@r term, interest rates and property tax rates at the time, and insurance costs of $6 per
thousand. Given & financing, private mortgage insurance (PMI) was not included in calculations. Figures also assume that a
household will pay no more than 30% of its income on housing costs.

19 Figures based on 80% financing, interest of 4.5%ye20 term, annual propdy tax rate of $13.18 per thousand, insurance

costs of $6 per thousand. Given 80% financing, private mortgage insurance (PMI) was not included in calculations. &igures als
assume that a household will pay no more than 30% of its income on housing costs.
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A gap of 887,000 emerges when the affordability analysis focuses on those-lawd moderateincome
householdsearning atthe 80% of area median incomanit, or $80,300for a family of threebased on
HUD 2019 income limif8 These households are unable to afford a house costing more tBag @0
assuning they can qualify for subsidized mortgages like @RE Mortgagd®rogran or a MassHousing
mortgage without private mortgage insurance aatlleast95% financing.The gap increases talmost
$700,000for a singleperson household earmig at the 80% AMI limit of $62,450 who could likely afford
a home for no more than $243,500.

In regard torentals the median gross median rent ol $2Q according to the 20A census estimates,
requires an income of about68,800** 6 KA OK A& GAUGKAY | ! 503 QeNNBy i
households earning at 80% of area median incq®®0,30) but substantially more than the median
income for renter households of $51,16JAbout 28% of Milton households would still be unable to afford

to rent at this levelassuming they we spending no more than 30% of their income on housing costs

Laocal listings indicate that market rents are actually considerably higher, ranging 2¢atBidor a basic
two-bedroom apartment to $,500for a highend rental d a singlefamily houselnternet sources indicate

a median rent of $2,875 which would requiae income of approximately $123,000, not much less than
aAfld2yQa PmuHcInnn Y SdudehugntyKtBededsddatfdrdability gap.2 Y S @

Focusing on low and moderateincome earning households with a median income of $80,300 for a
household of hree, therental affordabilitygap would be $67®ased on the difference between what
they could afford of approximately $2,200 and the internet listed median of $2;B7®&.gap increases to
$1,115 for a singleperson household earning at the 80% AMI linfit$62,450who couldafford a rent of
about $1,76C¢2

It should also be noted that rentals also involve considerabldram cash requirements including
potentiallyfirst and lasty 2 y Gr&nQsid a security deposit. On th@ 875apartment, this wouldamount

to $8,625 a considerable amount for those with limited income and savings. Moreover, landlords are
increasinglyrequiring credit records and references for tenants,
Findings generally point tol which also can pose barriers to securing housing.

small increases in cost burden
over the past few years,
especially for lower incoms

Cost Burdens
Another way to andyze affordability is to see how many
residents and renters. includind householgls are payingv too muchA fgr their housing, which is
: ’ 1 0éLIAOlIffe RSTAYSR |a LIeAy3ad Yz
§0me increases  for  lowe income on housing expenses whether towards homeownership
income  owners  as  Welll o rental. The 20 census estimates indited that 393
Significant  numbers of c0S| households or5.3% of Milton homeowners were paying
burdened seniors and singl{ between 30% and 35% of their income for housing (mortgage,
individuals also suggest a nee| utilities, taxes, homeowners association fees, and insurance) and
for smaller affordable rental| another 1,471 homeowners or20% of all homeowners were
units. paying 35%and higher. In regard to renter86 renters or6.1%
were spending between 30% and 34% of their income on

20The average household size was 2.86 persons based on 2017 census estimates.

21 Assumes monthly utility charges of $200.00.

22 Rental calculations include a household not spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs, including
monthly utility bils averaging $200.00.
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housing and anothe644 or 41% of renting households were allocating 35% or more of their income for
housing.This data suggests that 2,604 housetis] or 29% of all households, were overspending on their
housing, also referred to as having cost burdens. This idram the 2,466 households, or 26.6% of all
Milton householdswith cost burdens in 2011.

The U.S. Department ¢fousing and Urban Develognt (HUD@lsoprovides data on these housing cost
burdens by tenure, income level and type of household. T2 summarizathis informationfor 2015
OGKS flGSaid NBLRNIL F@FAflFIof SO ¢KS RFGF ukvay o &
FiveYear Estimatefor 20112015 Theyalso reflect the high costs of housing Ntilton, whether for
ownership or rentals, that make it extremely challenging to aftortive in the community.

Altogether 2,743 households or 30% of all Milton seliolds were living in housing that is by common
definition beyond their means and unaffordable.

Total Households

1 Of those Milton householdswith cost burdens, 1,286 or 14%ad severe cost burdens as they
were spending more than half of their income on hsing costs. These figures are down
somewhat from 2009 with33% and14.6% levels of cost burdens and severe cost burdens,
respectively.

1 There were2,720 total households earning at or below 80% of median family income (NfFI),
who might be eligible for hasing assistance based on income alone, higher than 2,365 such
households in 2009.

9 Of the households earning at or below 80% MEJ928 or 71% were spending more than 30% of
their income on housing and of these 1,185 or 44% were spending more than 50%eof
income on housingcompared t068% and 4% with cost burdens and sere cost burdens in
2009, respectively.

9 Of the 6,354 households earning more than 80% Median Family Income (MFI), 815 or 13% were
spending too much on their housing as well, dowani6,720and 20% in 2009.

1 Of the 919 households earning at or below 30% MFI, 689 or 75% were spending too much on their
housing with 565 or 62% spending more than half of their income on housing cdkis iup
from 885 households extremely leimcomehouseholds in 2009ut with a higher level of 78.5%
with severe cost burdenm 2009. Many households in this incomange without cost burdens
were lkely living in subsidized units.

1 Thisdata also indicates that between 2009 and 2015 there was an isered 418 renter
households compared to an increased@b owner households

Renter Households

1 Of the 1,219 renter households earning at or below 80% MFI, 784 or 64% were spending too
much on their housing including 435 or 36% who were spending more thalf of their income
on housing expenses. These figures #iegely higher than those for 2009 wh 925 households
with incomes at or below 80% MF607 or 66%with cost burdens and 364 or 39% with severe
cost burdens.

1 There were 494 renter householdaraing at or below 30% MFI which were experiencing cost
burdens with 190 or 38.5% having severe cost burdens. This is higher thaOtheuseholds in

2 Median Family Income (MFI) is used in this report but is the equivalent of Area Median Income (AMI) used
throughout this Plan.
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this income category in 2008ut at that time 280 0178% had severe cost burden€f particular
concernare the 190 seniors with severe cost burdebased on the 2015 figures

1 Of the 625 renter households earning between 30% and 80% MFI, 490 or 78% were overspending
including 225 or 36% with severe cost burdens, up fr@# Bindl5% in 209, respectively.There
are significant unmet needs of seniors as well as small families in this income range.

9 It can largely be assumed that many of the 435 renter households earning below the 80% MFI
level and without cost burdens were living in subsidized housing obldduwp with friends or
family given the high costs of rentals in Milton.

1 About twothirds or 520 of the 780 elderly renter households earniegs than80% MFI were
overspending on their housing, including 255 or 33% with severe cost burdens. Manyef tho
NBYFAYAY3 Hcecn aSyAz2zNBR SIEINYyAy3d o6St2¢6 ymx: acClL
subsidized housing reserved for seniors or other subsidized developments. These figures also
suggest increased cost burdens from 2009 data wé2¥bof the 495 seniors in this income range
were experiencing cost burdensnly 2%with severe cost burdens.

1 Of the 284 small families (2 to 4 household membersd had incomesower than80% MFI, 204
or 72%were paying too much for their housing. Of particulancern are the 150 households
earning between 30% and 50% MFI with severe cost burdens. It is likely that those without cost
burdens were living in affordable housing. This is afsconsiderably from 10 or 53%of the 190
small family renter householdsith cost burdens in 2009.

1 There were no large families (5 or more members) with incomes below 50% MFI, but 30 of the 50
households earning between 50% and¥8®IFI had cost burdens. There weomly 35 such
householdsarning at or below 80% Ml 2009 ,all with incomes between 30% and 50% MFI and
including 29 withcost burdens.

9 There were also 105 neglderly, nonfamily households (single individuals) earning at or below
80% MFI, of which 30 were overspending on their housing, all with severe cogtnsurd his is
down from 200 such households in 2009, 5%#th severe cost burdens.

Owner Households
 Of the 7,104 owner households, 1,905 or 27% were

These high levels of cos
burdens among lowincome
elderly owners likely point to a
situation where longterm
senior residents, who are
retired and living on fixed
incomes, are experiencing
challenges affording the high
housing costs in  Milton,
including fising energy,
insurance costs, and property
taxes. Many of these owners
are empty nesters living in
singlefamily homes that cost
too much to maintain and have
more space than they requirg
at this stage of their lives.
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overspending on their housing including 847 or 12%
with severe cost burdens This included 750
householdsearning at or below 80% MFI with severe
cost burdens. These levels are down a bit from 2009
when 30% of the 7,575 owner householdsvere
overspending including a comparable12% with
severe cost burdens.

Of the 1,495 owner households earning at or below
80% MFI, 1,144 or 76.5% were spending too much and
750 or half were spending more than 50% of their
earnings on housing costs. These levels of cost
burdens areup from 2009 from 70% and 48%,
respectively.

There were 855 elderly ownensith incomesat or
below 80% MFI (57% of all owner households in this
income range)down from 985in 2009. In 2015, 610

of these households or 71% were overspending,
including 390 or 46% with severe cost burdens. These
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levels of cost burdens arg from 60% and3%%, respetively, in 2009.

1 Of the 410 small family households earning at or below 80% MFI, 345 or 84% were spending too
much, including 215 or 52% with severe cost burdens. The numbers of households in this income
range was lower in 200%t 230households, and th percentage with cost burdens was atsbit
lower at83% with a higher proportion of those with severe cost burdens2ab.

1 There were only 165 large families earnlags than80% MFI, of which 95 or 58% had severe cost
burdens. This represents a slig increase fronB0 sucharge households in 20080 or 75% with
severe cost burdens.

1 There were also 65 neelderly, nonfamily owner households earning at or below 80% MFI of
which 50 or 77% were spending too much for their housing, all with severbdgains. The 2009
data also showmore than double suchouseholdsdn this category145,including90 or 62%with

severe cost burdens.

Table 11#24: Cost Burdens, 2015

Households | Households | Households | Households | Households
Type of Household | Earning <309 Earning > Earning > Earning Earning
By Tenure MFI/# with 30% to < 50% 50% to < 80% > 80% and <| > 100% MFI/ | Total

cost burdens | MFI/ # with | MFI/# with 100% MFI # with cost

* cost burdens| cost burdens| /# with cost | burdens *

* * burdens *

Elderly Renters 460/80-190 225/14550 | 95/40-15 29/0-4 160/0-0 969/265259
Small Family Rentel| 4/4-0 160/0-150 120/50-0 30/20-0 275/0-0 589/74-150
Large Family Rentel 0/0-0 0/0-0 50/30-0 10/0-0 20/20-0 80/50-0
Other Renters 30/0-20 45/0-0 30/0-10 35/10-0 150/0-0 290/10-30
Total Renters 494/84-210 430/145-200 | 295/120-25 | 104/30-4 605/20-0 1,928/399439
Elderly Owners 290/30-235 270/110110 | 295/80-45 195/39-8 930/65-15 1,980/324413
Small Family Ownerl 110/10-95 95/25-60 205/95-60 110/5540 3,300/3454 3,820/530259
Large Family Ownerl 15/0-15 40/4-10 110/40-70 10/0-0 740/100-15 915/144110
Other Owners 10/0-10 20/0-20 35/0-20 30/0-15 330/60-0 425/60-65
Total Owners 425/40-355 425/139-200 | 645/215-195 | 345/94-63 5,300/57034 | 7,140/1,058847
Total 919/124565 | 855/284-400 | 940/335-220 | 449/124-67 | 5,906/590-34 | 9,068/1,45%1,286

Source: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), SOCDS CHAS Data, American Community Survey
2011-2015 FiveYear Estimate Note: Median Family Income (MFUsed in this reportis the equivalent of Area Median

Income (AMIYFirst number is total number of households in each category/second is the number of households paying
between 30%and 50%of their income on housing and third number includes those that are paying more thnef of
their income on housing expenses (with severe cost burdens). Small familieswwate four family members while
I NBSN) FI YAt ASE AyOfdzRRS FTAGS 2N Y2NBE YSYOSNEO® -eldehS
and nonfamily householdsbasically single individuals.

G h ik

Foreclosures

Another indicator of housing affordability involves the ability to keep up with the ongoing costs of housing
which some residents have found challenging since the recession about a decade agecddsmon
forced some Milton homeowners to confront the possibility of losing their home through foreclosure as
shown in Table H25.

A total of11 homeowners have in fact lost their homes to foreclosure auctginse 201Qvith more than
another hunded possiby facingforeclosurethrough petitions filed to foreclosel'here were relatively few
actual auctiongelatingto the resolution of problems//hile there were no foreclosures prior to 2010, the
highest level of foreclosures occurred in BOIThejump in recent foreclosure activity is reputed to relate
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to a backlog of cases that tiéeen on hold pending court cases and the need to clarify new regulations.
This is the case in many communities across the state.

Table I#25: Foreclosure Activity2008 through 2018

Year Petitions to Foreclose Foreclosure Total
Auctions

1/1/19-6/30/19 6 0 6
2018 17 0 17
2017 13 0 13
2016 28 0 28
2015 10 0 10
2014 7 0 7
2013 5 1 6
2012 14 1 15
2011 10 6 16
2010 12 3 15
2009 0 0 0
2008 0 0 0
2007 0 0 0
Total 122 11 133

Source: The Warren Groujyly 21 2019.

C. Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI)

The Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) is the official list of units, by municipality, that the state counts
G266 NRa | O2YYdzyAle Qy goalrds pres@inzd hyyChaptedB dotphdRénsive £ A U
permit law. To be counted as affordable under ChaptéB housing must be dedicated to lotgrm
occupancy of incomeligible households througlaffordability restrictions. Tablelll26 presents the
income limits for the affordable units based on the ZHUD guidelines for the Boston area, including the
town of Milton, directed to those earning at or below 80% of area median income adjusted by household
size.

Table [IF26: 2019 Income Limits for Boston PBA

Based on 80% of Area Median Income
Number of Persons in Householg Income Limit

1 $62,450
$71,400
$80,300
$89,200
$96,350
$103,500
$110,650

8 $117,750

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop(hisiD)

N|O|OAIWIN
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1. Currentinventory ¢ About halfway to the 10% affordability goal

Milton has479 or 4.97% aits 9,641 yearound housing units included in its Subsidized Housing Inventory
(SHI), up fron#26 units or 4.42% in 2013 aR@0 units in 2004. These units are listadlable 1R27. Of

the 479 SHI units, 52 are public housing uni388 are privately owned, an@®9 involve units in group
homes supported by the state Department of DevelopmeBiivices (DD8) Department Mental Health
(DMH) Amost all of the SHunits involve rentalswith the
exception of two affordable units at The Residence at Brook Hill
and four at Woodmere at Brush HillNone of the SHI units
involved Chapter 40B comprehensive permits.

All  of the privatelyowned
subsidizel housing is for the
elderly. In total, 91% of the

¢ 20y Qa &adzaiRA| The Milton Housing Authority (MHAwns and manages1
the elderly, 4% is for families| units of public housing39 for the elderly and disabled and
and about 5% is for people witl] twelve (12) for families. Demand for tHE2 ¢ y Q& & dzo a A R
special needs. housing is very strong, particularly for the family units.
According to the Milton Housing Authoritghe number of
applicants on the sear/disabled waiting list is 25that includes 123dcal applicantsThe waiting time
is ambiguous as the Milton Housing Authority averages btmty or three vacancies per year at the
e - , e SENION/disabled complex. Thirteen
; < st ‘ and a half percent (13.5%) of
senior fousing must house young
(under 60) disabled applicants.
The Milton Housing Authority has
met this percentagendtherefore
the wait time forthese applicants
on this list is longer.

The number of applicants on the
family list is 500. Of that
number, 62 are local families.
There has not been a vacancy in
. Bttt 3 the family units in six yearnsThe
MHA's Miller Avenue Milton Housing Authority has two

handicapped accessible units at
the senior/disabled housing complex. The wait for one of these unégpsoximately fiveyears.

It should also be mentioned that MHA owns and manages two group homes with a tothluniits/beds,
however, support services to the special needs residents are provided by other entities.
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The Housing Authority has also been administering 144 Sectldou8ng Choice duchersand
three vouchers from the Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program (MR\W@ke rental vouchers
enable incomeeligible households to find housing in the private market W|th the voucher
subsidizing the difference between a Fair MarkenREMR) A R
YR | LISNODSyY G 3S 27 2 VoScherk s — e
holdershave been finding it challengirig find units in Milton B
as spikes in rentalcosts have resulted in fewer participant
being able tdive in Milton withonly 12 of the voucher holders s
leasing units in MiltonThe Milton Housing Authority is now
also administeringsix Veteran Administration Subsidize
Housing (VASH) vouchers.

MRE's Unquity House
Much of the privately owned housing is run by the Milton

Residences for the Elderly (MRE)lton Residences fathe Elderly, Inc. (MRE) is a private not for profit
O2N1ER NI A2y BKAOK RS@®St 2LISR YR Yl yl3aSa g2
first development Unquity House Corporation, includes 139 units affordable senior housing
consisting of 99 ondedroom apartmentswith approximately a tweyear currentwait time; and 40
studio apartments with approximately aykar to 1.5year wait times. While the affordability of these
units was due to expire, it was extended until at least 2030 thrquolectbased subsidigthrough the

RAD Project (Rental Assistance Demonstration Project)

MRE also owns and manages Winter Valley Residences, Inc., which has 160 affordable units of housing
for seniors and the physically disabled. There is a missisted liing, onebedroom, twebedroom,

and efficiency units, of which32 units are subsidized under the

HUD Section 202 Program. The other 28 units are considered
market. Depending on the type of unit, the wait is currently
between two and four years.The affodability of these units,

while due to expire in 2020, has also been extended through
refinancing.

Both communities provide a full activities program, a
hairdresser, laundry facility and a library on the property.

MREszter Valley Development Transportation is provided fowan trips and MRE offers car
service to residents for their personal local appointments.

TheFuller Village developemt has321 urits, including 8 units that are counted as part of the SHil is
divided into two neighborhoods, Blue Hill and Brush Hill, withtroods involving a life lease purchase
and monthly service feesThe market rate prices for Fuller Village were priced significantly lower than
market comparablesvith units starting at $250,000 for an apartmestlyle unit. Tie most expensive
two-bedroam unit is priced at$355,000 with a monthly maintenance fee of $1,490he affordable
units range fom $206,000 to $296,000 depending on square footage and locatieees are from
$1,080 to $1385. Fuller Village has maintained its affordable pricexeidune 2017 and does not
intend on raising them.

24The 203 Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for the Boston metropolitan area by unit size include: effici®h©6p8 one
bedroom = $1801; two-bedroom = 8,194 threebedroom = $2Z/49,four-bedroom = $2966.
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Thee are 63 applicants on the wait list
for the affordable units and 97 waiting
for market rate units Since there are
far fewer affordable units, the wait
times for these units are longer.

The deelopment has 13 handicapped
accessible residences, one for the
hearing impaired, and an additional 27
units that are partially accessible.

Table [127Y arAfliz2yQa {dzmaiRAMAROIBRAWZOAY I LYy @Sy

# SHI | Projed Type/ Use of Affordability
Project Name Units | Subsidizing Agency 40B Expiration Date
65 Miller Avenue* 40 Rentalc elderly disabled/DHCD| No Perpetuity
121 Central Avenue** 8 Rentalc special needs/DHCD | No Perpetuity
753 Blue Hill Avenue** 2/6 Rentalc speciaiheedsDHCD No Perpetuity
Eliot Street* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Central Avenue* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Lothrop Avenue* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Brook Road* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Blue Hill Avene* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Tucker Street* 2 Rentalc families/DHCD No Perpetuity
Unquity House 139 Rentalc elderly/MassHousing | No 2014
Winter Valley Housing 129 Rentalg elderly/HUD No 2020
Winter Valley Phase I 32 Rentalc elderly/HUD No 2031
Fuller Village Phase I 33/82 | Rental--elderly/DHCD No Perpetuity
DDS Group Homes 20/18 | Special Needs Rental/DDS No NA
DMH Group Homes 7 Special Needs Rental/DMH No NA
The Residence at Brook Hill 2 Ownershipc DHCD No Perpetuity
Woodmereat Brush Hill 4 Ownershipc DHCD No Perpetuity
TOTAL 426/479 434 rentals, 39 special needs | No 40B

rentals, and 6 ownership units

Source: Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development, May 22uR023, 2019
* Milton Housing Autbrity units. ** Group homes that are owned and managed by MHA but services are
provided to residents by outside vendors.

Figure Imn  O2 Y LI NBa aAfid2yQa LINPINBaa Ay NBIOKAy3 i
neighbors. While none of éhcommunities had reached 10% in 2004, Canton, Dedham and Randolph had
surpassed the 10% threshold by May 2013. By September 2017 (the latest state report available), all of the
communities had surpassed the 10% affordability level with the exceptionairitBre at 9.7%, Norwood

at 8.3% and Milton at 5.0%.
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It should be noted that when the 2010 census results were released, thergead housing totals
increased for all communities, reducing the level of SHI units somewhat. For example, thewehr
housing unit total increased from 9,142 units to 9,641 in the case of Milddthen the 2020 census
figures become available, the yemound figure will change once again, liksljll not surpassind.0,000

units.

It should also be noted that there arenmmber of developments where affordability restrictions are due
to expire that would remove them from the SHThese include Unquity House that received an extension
of the Section 8 subsides through 2029 and the Winter Valley projects with an expulat®m 2029 for
phase 1 and 2020 for phase Because these developments are sponsored by a midsgorganization

to promote affordable housing for seniors, it is likely that the owner will work to extbadaffordability
provisions. Neverthelesthe Townshould stillmonitor these developmentand intervene ihecessaryto
ensure the appropriate extensions of affordability.

2. Potential Projects
There are a number of housirglated initiatives that are in various stages of planning and agreént
including the following:

1 131 Eliot Street
Connelly Construction Company is redeveloping the old Hendries Ice Cream property at 131
Eliot Street, demolishing the former building and constructing agteey building on Central
Avenue and a lower gaining building on Eliot Street next to an MBTA train stop. The
development will include 38 condominiums, four of which will be affordable, as well as 3,800
square feet of retail spaceThe property was permitted through a special permit and site plan
approval. Construction has been delayed for well more than a year due to environmental
issues.

T Town Farm

The Governor Stoughton Trust manages the Town Farm and is entrusted in ensuring that the
restrictions on the deed are upheld, particularly the neediéalicate the property to serving the
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